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Schools acroes the nation, like the one in Washingion on the right, first began receiving i _..f ;
. federal help in educating disadvantaged students during the 1965-68 school year. I S

Twenty-five years later, Raynell Robinson, above,'benefiw from that o«
assistanze during a Chapter 1 class at R

CHAPTER 1:
An Educational Revolution

At 25, Compensatory-Education Program
Strives To Reach Its Full Potential i

* By Julie A. Miller
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Twenty-five years ago, during the 1965-66 school year,
something unprecedented and revelutionary arrived in the nation’s
schools; millions of federal dollars intended to improve the
education of disadvantaged children.

With the enactment of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965, the federal government beceme, for the first
time, widely and directly involved in precollegiate education.

The 1991 model is more tightly regulated and complex than the
loosely conceived program President Lyndon B. Johnson
shepherded through the Congress as part of his War on Poverty.

But the basic structure of the corupensatory-education program
remains remarkably similar to the program launched 25 years ago.
The centerpiece of the federal effort in education, the program
receives more funds—$6.2 billion this fiscal year—than any ather
education program except for student loans.

Renamed Chapter 1 in 1981, the initiative has become a favorite
with politicians of every stripe and a darling of the education
community.

In fact, support for Chapter 1 has become virtually reflexive—
as evidenced by glowing remarks made at 26th-anniversary
ceremonies by Republican politicians who originally opposed the
idea.

“Republicans used to like to attack these programs as Kennedy-
Johnson programs,” said Representative William D. Ford, the Michigan
Democrat who chairs the House Education and Labor Committee. “1
don't think anyone seriously questions it now.”

Marshall Smith, dean of the school of education at Stanford
University and an Education Department official in the Carter
Administration, said Chapter 1 “has served as a genuine symbol
of the federal commitment to education, and, in that regard, is
terribly important.”

“To attack it,” he added, “would be to attack that symbol.”

There is little doubt that the program has made a significant
mark on the educational landscape.

Continued on Page 2
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CHAPTER 1:

Afteér more than two decades of
study, resuits on the impact of the
Chapter 1 compensatory-
suucation program are mixed,

Proyam improvement" provis!
in the Chapter 1 {aw are forcing
educators to rethink the way they
serve disadvantaged children,

Chapter 1 has piayed a signiticant
role In supporting early-chiidhood
“education; many believe it has the

poton\ld to plly a mueQ mﬁ e,

Py
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Educators continue to grapple with
the logistical challenge of
providing remedial services to
students In religious schools.

The future of the Chapter 1
handicapped-education program
Is again a topic of discussion

on Capitol Hlil.

To order extra copies of “Chapter 1", send $4.
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Educators Rethmkmg Programs, Use of Funds

Continued from Page 1

It has, Br instance, provided an impor
tant source of ﬁlndlna to local schools;
:::ri establish stronger roles for federal

state governmenta in education; helped
advance the cause of equal educational op-
portunity; promoted greater parent in-
volvement in the schools; and, in some
cases, bacome a base for the political

children and limited federal funding, only
half of all eligible children are benefiting
:‘&Chnpur 1 services in the current

and designed instruction.

In addition, federal restrictions often
mean that children almoat as need, as
Chapter 1 students cannot use equipment
orparticipats inonﬂdmcntmnmpnﬂ
for with federal finds

[ Ruurehontheeﬂ'aeﬁvenul of Chapte:
1 remains inconclusive, with many ques-
tioning whether the disadvantaged chil.
drenltnwumbeln‘edmtedlnﬂube&

Mbh-»--w it
Inn-ponn

search about wlnt works best to educate
disadvantaged children, educators increas-
ingly are trying to remodel their Chapter 1
programs and to rethink their use of Chap-
ter 1 resources.

There is evidence, for inatance, that
achool officials are making greatereffortsto
coordinate Chapter 1 with the regular
school program axd to include non-Chapter
1 teachers in Chay .er 1 training programs.
Chapter 1 teachers also are using more
flexible ability-grouping arrangements
and focusing move on students’ *higher or-
der” akills in an effort to improve student
learning and minimive “labeling.”

The goal, educators and policymakers
agree, is to worry as much about student
learning as they now do about being in com-
pliance with feders] regulations. The ques-
tion, they argue, is whether findsmental
changes are nesded in Chapter 1 to ensure
that it lives up to its potential.

“In the early years, it was simply a ques-
tion of whether the money was going to the
right kids and going to meet their education-
al needs,” Phyllis P. McClure, director of edu-
cation programs for the NAACP Legal Defenise
and Educational Fund, said. “Nowadays,
that standard is totally Now,
we must look at whether it is helping poor
children close the achievement gwp.”

The Federal Commitment:
A Legisiative Revolution

Until the late 1950’s, the federal govern-
ment’s role in education was limited. Some
New Deal programs provided indirect, tem-
porary aid to schools; “impact aid” was cre-
ated to ease the burdens placed on commu-
nities by the presence of federal
installations; modest funding wasavailsble
for Indian children; and efforts to aid farm-
ers resulted in funding for achool lunches.

In 1958, the National Defense Education
Act responded to national-security fears—
spurred by the Soviet Uniow’s launch of

concers o (oo o the

Sputnik—by providing scholarships and
Shamaticy, a8 %m&ﬁm'

mal 8,

also by funding soma school construction

'I‘InJohmonmhoaninlﬁ&‘!.wlﬁlm
sage of a college-construction bill, expan.
sionofthe u.n.n.&,nndnmdondduu-
tion iaw that expanded the federal focus
beyond training in specific occupations. In
1964, adult-literacy programs and the col-
lage work-study programs were enacted.

But the revolutionary year was 1965,
when the Elsmentary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act broke the previously impregna.
ble barricr against general federa! aid to
schools. The heart of that act was Title L
The sams year, a higher-education hill cre-
atad guaranteidd student loans and the
Teacher Corps, and Head Start was includ-
«d in an anti-povarty massure.

Prealdent ohmonurmdthau.n
“orse of the historic vietories of the Ameri-
can nation” and “the most important mea-
sure that 1 shall ever sign.”

Several factors combined to ensure the
success of this legislative revolution.
mgmmm, passage of the Civil

ta 1964 barred any appropriation
of federal support to segregated schools. Until
then, the issue of whether faderal aid could go

of education aid. Several times, .

fpre *-Lofd“
a tubmmill Democratic mjorlty in t.he
Congress. And drawing on his now-legend-
ary political skill, Mr. Johnson had his aides
work out differences with the various inter.
est groups before introducing his legialation.
Finally, the bill focused on providing aid
to the disadvantaged, rather than on appro-
priating strictly general aid, and it pro-
posed aid for children, rather than for
schools. By focusing on the child, the John-
son Administration was able to surmount
the roadblock of religion by negotiating a
compromise that allowed participation of
private-achool students in Title I pro-
grams—winning the support of the power-
ful Roman Catholic lobby without losing
the support of traditional proponents.

Debate Over Formula

Once it became clea that the legislation
was on its way to enactment, the chief de-
bate in the Congress was over the fundirg
formula—an argument that would be re-
peated time and time again over the foll~v/-

two decades.

President Johnson proposed allocating
funds among states by multiplying the num-
ber of children in a state who mat famity-pov-
erty criteria by a figure equal to half the
state’s avernge per-pupil expenditure. A nix-
able minority of lawmakers argued that such
an approach would discriminate againat
poorer states, including many of the South-
orn states most in need of the new funds.

Proposals were pushed in both the House
and the Senate to replace the formula with &

straight grant of $200 per eligible child, but

mare expensive in the urban aress of the
North that would benefit from the formula—
arvi that a change could dersi! the bill,
Since then, this basic argument has re-
curred many times, But today’s formula is
remarkably similar to the original. Lan-

guage haabeen added that places minimum

"

J

and maximum limits on both the value of
themultiplierand**  lsl amountsstates
can receive, sor dunting its effect.
And “concantry: ants” for areas with
particularly int. wentrations of poor
children have been added.

The result iz that the states receiving the
most Chapter 1 funds per pupi] are a mix of
poor Southern states with high percentages
of eligibls children and more affluent North-
eastern states with lesser perventages of poor
children with high perpupll expen
ditures on

“ Targeting Versus Flexibllity
In all the Congreesional debate over the
new program, however, one critical thresh-
old issus remained unresolved: Was Title |
truly an anti:poverty program, meant ex-
clusively to aié poor children, or was it
mﬁ;wﬂuﬂl::t mt practicallyand
po possib federal govern-
ment to provide generul aid to schools?
Advocates in the Congress *had tried for
decades tos -hieve federal aid toeducation,”
said John F. Jennings, who has served on
the Democratic staff of the House Educa-
tion and Laber Committee since 1967.
“When President Johnson picked up th-
theme of poverty, they used that as a way to
achieve an objective they had for decades.”
“That’s not to say that the people who
wanted to achi: v federal aid to education
didn't believe there should bea focuson the
disadvantaged,” he added. “But they were
most interested in getting the principle of
mmmmm" .

* were differences of opinion in the
Congress on the question of general aid ver-
sus poverty aid, and legislative reports that
accompanied the laws in both the House
and the Senate contained language encour-
aging states and achool districts to construe

the 's mandate broadly.
Moet state and local officials were happy
to oblige.

“State commissioners and superinten.
dents were in favor of general aid, and
would do anything in thsir power to loosen
the guidelines of Title I to use it in that
vay,” said John F. Hughe., who directed
the program from 1965 to 1969.

“The education lobby did its part.” he
added, contending that broad and grand de-
scriptions of what could be done with Title |
money—auch as a National Education As-
sociation brochure depi the construc.
tion of schools—influenced educators to
think of it as general aid.

What followed was a period during which
Title I funds were spent in every imagin.
able fashion. In some cases, the money was
spent on projects and services that the Con-
grees surely never contemplated—includ-
ing carpeting for administrative offices.
coaches’ salaries, sewage-disposa) systems,
swimming pools, and at least one airplane.

“People went on a spree of buying things
they otherwise couldn't have had,” said
Cliff Eberhardt, a school principal during
the early yuars of Title I who now works on
the program for the state of Oregon. “Therc
was a lot of capital outlay. There were some
wild things going on in those early days.”

Even when districts spent the funds on
programs for disadvantaged children.
many used the money to duck their own re-
sponsibilities to those children.

“In the beginning, tendents and
achool boards saw it [Title 1] as a dumping
ground for ineffective teachers or for patron.
age hires,” said Milton Mathews, who has
worked with the program since 1968 and is
currently Mississippi’s state coordinator.
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Inthe late 1960's, reports of abuses began
surfacing, eventually contributing to dra-
matic changes in Title 1. The single effort
that had the most impact was a 1969 report
called “Title ] of x.8.2.A.: Is it Helping Poor
Children?” It was written by Ms, McClure
and Ruby Martin, a former federal official
who was director of the Washington Re-
search Project of the Southern Center for
Studies in Public Policy—an organization
that eventually evolved into today’s Chil-
dren's Defense Fund.

formants; some came from audit documents
supplied by an official in the U.S, Office of
Education. It added up to a damning por-
trait of schoo! districts spending money on
frivolous purchasss or ineligible schools,
“pocrly planned and executed” programs,
inadequate state oversight, “reluctant and

parents of eligible
about Title I and whare school officials re-
fused to give them any information.

At first, Ms. McClure said, both the educs-
tion establishment and the Congress reacted
defansively. Represantative Cari D. Perkina,
the lats Kentucky Democrat who presided
over the Education and J.abor Committes for
18 years, “surveyed Tile I directors to try to

O validate our report,” she said.

RIC
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“The general foeling anong the people
who were infavor of federal aid toeducation
was that there were bound to be some mis-
takes, but it had been impossible to enact
Saderal aid to education for a century, and
we had to defend it,” Mr. Jennings said, not-
ing that the White House was then occu-
pied by Richard M. Nixon, who sought to
“dismantle the Great Society.”

But othar premsures on the Congress also
pointad toward a tightening of the Title 1
rules, and the basic program principles that
survive today took shape in the 1870°%a—
permanently settling the question of the
program’s intent.

One factor was a lack of funds. Propo-
nenta had envisioned a vast program that
would improve wholesale the level of educa-
tion in school districts with many poor chil-
dren, but, as federsi . resourzes became
scarcer, it ssemed logical to concentrate the
available funds on the neediest children.

tion. Opponents arguad that the program
was not producing measurabls results,
leading supporters not only to target fands
more narrowly to the children most likely
to benefit and show gains, but also to enact
monitoring and testing requirements.

*The program evolved the way it did be-
cause of historical forces” Mr. Jennings said.
*I know Carl Perkina’s conception of Title 1in
1966 is not what evolved in the 1970

In 1970, lawmakers required that Title1
funds not be used to supplant, or replace,
state anwl local funding, and that Title 1
schools receive stat> and local support
“comparable” to that received by other
schools. They also mandated public disclo-
sure of documents related to the program.

In 1974, parent advisory councils were
required at the school and district levels,
and they were strengthened in 1978.

In 1978, the Congrees also enacted rules
specifying how districts must rank achools
Sr incluaion in Title I, gave state agencies
specific authority to review local programa,

Percent
c

xS Chapter 1 Participants:
Public, Nonpublic, and Total, 1978-80 to 1887-88

hange hange
Yoar-10-Yoar  Nonpublic Year-o-Year

Percent
c

Parcent

Change
Total Yearto-Year

24

-

) ; TN v oy
1985-88 2

r%mu&m
U Dopartmert of Gducation, 1900

Education tu withhold funds from districts
that violated the rules.

programs
into what is now the 2block grant.
(See Education Week, May 18, 1991.)

Although Title I remained a separate pro-
gram, it was renamad Chapter
cation Conaolidstion and Improvement
a name changs that suggested its more

uch lass specific m'nh‘: l“;:;nbﬂl
m m ty of
funding and selection of schools, reduced pa.

requirements, and relaxed state
requiresnenty; it alwo essentially
the volvement rules.

“What wo tricd to doin to take out things
that were not making for a more effective
program but were making for a very com.
plicated administrative situation,” said
Charles W. Radcliffe, who served as Repub-
lican counse! to the House Education and
Labor Committee for almost 20 years before
retiring in 1982.

David Stockman, then President Rea.
gan’s budget director, “really went to bat to
tako out all the requirements dealing with
sccountability,” Mr. Radcliffe said. *What
we did was kecp those, bt modify themina
way that school administrators felt would
not impose unreasonable hardship on
school distritls.”

“What I reslly want to strees,” added Mr.
Radeliffe, who is generally credited as the
B.C.LA'S primary author, “is that what we

did in 1981 saved Title L. If we hadn't made

189,114 - .
3499 13 80

127,922

1988-87 4,594,761 137,800
1087-88 4,808,030 [ 142,492
* Lose than 1 paroant

1 Papaten g Atiovmnard it b 106708

5,162,822
75,807
8,531

'1. * -
o o
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4,739,870
8 4,732,661
8 4,050,522

PR e LN

and authorized the federal Commissionercf | the effort we did, the Administration's bill

would have passed.”

Obeervers say it is dificult to judge the
total impact of the deregulation, but advo-
cates offer anecdotal evidence of lax state
and fedznal monitoring during the 1980's.
Algo, they say, a majority of school districts
abandoned formal parent-involvement
structures and generally spread the funds
among more schools,

“What 1don't think anybody
really knows,” Ms. McClure said.

The has since restored some of
the regulation el'mdnated by the Ecra,
reinstituting some parental-involvement
requirements and giving stats agencies un-
precedentsd authority to intervent in local
programs, (See related story, page i1J

But some of the most-hated regulations
did not return. Forexample, parent councils
are not mandatory, and while districts
must keep records showing that their
spending on Chapter 1 schoola is “compara-
ble” to that for other achools, they do not
have to file detailed reports.

*We tried to learn our leeson,” Mr. Jen-
nings said. ,

As a result of increased 1egulation,
backed up by federal auditors, outright
abuses of Chapter 1 faunds are now rare,
Chapter 1 officials and advocates say.

Testifying before a Congressiona! panel
last yoar, Ma. Martin said, “Not in my wildest
dreams could I have imagined 21 years ago
that one day I would be appearing before this
subconmmittee as a state of Virginia public
aofficial, accompanied by the director of Vir-
ginia's Title 1, extolling the virtues of a pro-
gram that 1 onoe called a hoax and another
crue! joke on biack children—a program that
1 was almost convinoed could not be fixed.”

How It Works,

Who is Served
Whils the legislative trend hes generally
been toward tight.r regulation, the Con-
ieon and the Education Department have
Continusd on Poge 4
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Of the 390 students st Lynch Elementsry
Detrolt, 126 are oligible for Chapler 1
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teacher's side, halpe 8 child put on Ms shoes st
the end of the school day.

Continued from Page 3

not left educators without discretion in de-
ciding which children to serve and how to

serve them,
Indeed, the centrsl tension in Chapter 1
poliwhbahndnnbouedtommum

federal funds are used tely with
Toeal control of education the need for
Rexibili

pedagogical ty.

The current law mandates that funda be
distrefbuted among states based on their
share of low-income students, multiplied by
40percentof thelraverage per-pupil expen-
diture. Each state's allocation is then divid-
edamon(eonnﬁubandonﬁnirnumbccl
fow-ircome children.

Low-income children are defined as those
from families with incomes below the pov-
enylavclorfnmﬂluﬁmhnveldﬂwin-
comes but receive welfare paymenta.

Where counties and school districta are
not ons and the same, state officials appor-
ticn the funds to districts proportionate to
their share of eligible children.

In addition, counties with at least 6,500
ellgiblemxdenu,orﬂmwhmemch stu-
dents are at least 15 percent of enroilment,
receive “concentration granta® from a sepa-
rate appropriation thatare also distributed
proportionately to eligible districts.

Districts must then divide their allocs-
tion among schools, which are eligible if
their students include a percentage of chil-
dren from low-income families at least
equaltothntlnﬂxediﬁﬂctuarhole.ml-
tricts can use any defensible data system to
do this, but most use counts of welfare re-
cipients and of children eligible for subsi-
dized school lunches.

If the district's funds are not sufficient to

i
i
i
i

i

i

serve all eligible children, which is usually
ﬂwun,tlwdhh‘lc%&nnmuﬂnnkiheﬂ-
gible schools based on relative degrees of
concentration of low-income students.

Although complicated rules allow excep-
tions in some cases, a distict
must use its Chapter 1 funds in ‘hose
schools with the highest concentrations of
low-income students.

Within the achools, eligible students are
selected based not on income, but on the ba-
sis of “educational deprivation,” usually de-
termined by poor performance on standard-

provided.
But district officials, principals, and
teachurs make most of the choices.
A achool district can decide to serve only its
ranking school, or to serve only 18t
and 2nd graders, or to pump much of its mon-

-
J

oy into & preachool program. A district can
decide to provide only reading instzuction or
only mathematics instruction. Some ser-
vices, sach as counseling, can be finded with
mxm,wmmm

Districts can prescribe 8 Chapter 1 cur-
riculum for their achools or leave it up to
them. A district can sven simply designate
eligible schools, divide funds among them
based on relative numbers of eligible chil-
dyen, and allow the s:hools to decide what
to do with thelr money.

Nationaily, schools focus most of their ef-
Srts on elementary-school children and fa-
vor reading over other subjects.

Diversity in the Districts

In Detroit, a task force of area superin-
tandents and central-office officials makes
recommendations to the superintendent
about the use of the district's Chapter 1
funds, some £62 million in fiscal 1980.

Their key decision, according to Joseph
Hirsch, an administrative assistant who
helpmapmpmm.ilmwdmdo
the fands among districtwide and
Tocal programs. With tho share it with-
holds, the district provides such services as
“attendance agents” to monitor truancy,
“master teachers” who assist local Chapter
1 insteuctors, social workers, training

a preschool program.
Money is distributed to schools based on
the number of eligible children in each. Each
makes the final decision on how a

schoot’s “local allocation” will be weed.
“There are as many delivery methods as
there are teachers,” Mr. Hirsch said, noting
that some teachers use classroom aldes,
that some children receive instructional
belp in class with their classmates, and that
other youngsters are “pulled out™ to a sepa-

rate room for specisl instruction.

Marcella Verdun, principal of Herman

Elementary School, said her Chapter 1
for computer equipraent, parent
workd\opl.wdh-lpn.mdmﬂund read-
ing teachers. Extra assistance {s focused on
chlléunlnmdusmrouxhs.mdlldelh

ered both in special labs and in the form of
{n-class tutoring.

“We give everybody a chance from kin-
demmmzndptdemlwninﬂwirmg-
ular clasees,” she sald.

At Hanstein Elementary School, Chap-
ter 1 children also receive both inclass and
pullout instruction, but it is focused on
grades 1and 2.

The school’s , Billie Joan Gibbs,
also spends Chapter 1 fands on equipment
and supplies, and on awarde—such as bicy-
dev—brdﬂld:uwhomlthemostbooks.
School, children in

home, and bilingusl-education programs.

In St. Charles Parish, La.—a much
smaller, semi-rural district near New Or-
Jeans—the Chapter 1 coordinstor, Bertha
Barfield, decides at the district level where
to concentrate federal funds based on test
scores and whether particular children are
receiving other eompenuto;y services
Currently, the district provides reading
mmhptdslthmuwsmdmnth
programs in grades 3 through 5.

*] just feel reading is more important in
early » Ma. Barfield said. "We

in math in the Srd grade becaus
s where we begin 0 see deficiencies.”

Teachers decide specifically what kind ot
instruction to offer r ad in what setting.

“] have the freedom to do what I think
will work with my children,” said Jane Pet

gis
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ry School. I like pullout, because i¢ gives' | -

them the chance to work in small groups.”

Regulation and Pedagogy

While federal rules do not directly deter-
mine what Chapter 1 teachers do in their
classrooms, the regulations are not without
influence, many argue. The trouble, they
say, is that the rules end up having a negs-
tive impact.

“There are a number of programs that
have shown powerful effects with disadvan-
taged children, but they are very different
from the way Chapter 1 is generally used,”
said Henry M. Levin, a professor of educa.
tion and economics at Stanford University
and the director of its Center for Education-
al Ressarch. “The problem is that what we
do with Chapter 1 funding is the opposite of
what's good for kids."

One simple but powerful factor is the toll

on teachers' time and energy exacted by the
paperwork demanded by the federal bu-
TERUCTRCY.
“We havo no time for lunch, no time for
planning,” said Sonya Davila, Chapter 1
coordinator in Elementary School 45 in
Buffalo, N.Y. “You want to spend time on
task with the students, but everything has
to be documented.”

More importantly, rules requiring target-
ing of fands only to eligible children lead edu-
cators fearful of being audited to rely heavily
on inatructional-delivery methods that sepa-
rate Chapter 1 students from their peers.

“Unfortunately, many psoplesort of grew
up in the ers where you looked at programs
through auditor’s glasees,” said Corley
Ochoa, the Chapter 1 coordinator for the
Riverside, Calif., schools. “The question is
how to do it with a focus on the program,
rather than a focus on compliance.”

“Pullout” classes became the norm large-

ERIC
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bacause that method makee it eaxy t35]" are

that

children.

But “we stigmatize kids with ‘pullout,’
telling them they’re in a program for dumb
kids,” Mr. Levin said. “We give our neediest
kids the most barren program.”

Conversely, the restrictions often mean
that children almost as needy ss Chapter 1
studenta eannot use equipment or partici-
pate in enrichment programs paid for with
faderal funds.

“When you get ready to take kids on field
only the Chapter 1 kidacan go, that

tial element of successfil remedial programs
in particular, and efloctive achools in genersl.

“Now everybody is moving toward the
same goal, unlike in the past when you
would be a little group over here doing
something totally different, because you
don't want to supplant,” said Ms. Barfleld,
of the 8% Charles Parish, La., schools.
“Many years ago, it was like you couldn’t
eventalk tothe regular-education teacher.”

Responding to Criticlsms:
“What Is Best for the Student’
Now, both federal officials and educstors

fo iyl wero e s tharight |

sometwvhat preven
&uwlnhnvnﬁmtah.h&:h 1;

tion with the regular program in their appli-
cations; and, for the first time, required
Chapter 1 programs to help children acquire
both besic and advanced

But some children’s sdvocates contend

measure is tesls,

“It's a clear mandate that needa to be
translated down to the local level,” said
Paul Weckstein, a lawyer at the Center for
Law and Education who represents the Na-
tional Coalition of Title I'Chapter 1 Par-
ents. “Few districts have functionally
sdopted goals defined in that way, let alons
adopted a program to achieve it.”

However, he scknowledged, under the
Jeadership of Mary Jean LeTendre, director
of compersatory-education programs at the
Education Department, department offi-
cials have made a concerted effort to en-
coursge innovation, and to tell educators
that they are at least 43 interested in re-
sults as they are in compliance.

“Don’t just do what's easy to document,
but also what we know is baet for the stu.
dents,” Ms. LaTendre advised at a confer-
ence last year. “There are places thit have
to drastically rethink the way their Chap-
ter 1 rescurces are applied.”

Last year, the department publisheda re-
port called “Better Schooling S the Chil-

The most recent regulations relax some
“separation” rules, and the department
published a guidance manual that apecifi-
cally states that equipment bought with
such as computers, can be
used for other educational purposes as long
as such uses do not detract from the com-

pensatory program.

That was impartant both practically and
symbolically, Computers that sat idle for
much of the day were a fiequent complaint
of educators, and even became a topic of
conversation at the 1889 “education sum-
mit” hetween President Bush and the na.
tion's governors.

*] think it's a matter of advocacy,” said

toachers in Chapter 1 training programs, a
new emphasis on litersture and take-home
reading, and greater interest in new pro-
grams designed for at-risk children.

“One thing that's very exciting about
Chapter 1 and one thing that's differont
from the 1970's is that people are doing all
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AN OVERVIEW

Chapter 1 has served
as a genuine symbol of
the federal commitment
to education.

~Marshall Smith

I think there has been a

gradual recognition

that what we've been

doing hasn’t been

working very well.
~Robert E. Slavin

' . ¥ y § .
TN «Wg’%

There are places that
have to drasticaliy rethink
the way their Chapter 1
resources are applied.””
-Mary Jean LeTendre

The problem is that wha
we do with Chapter 1
funding is the opposite of
what’s good for kids.
~Henry M. Levin

25 YEARS

Continued from Page 8

slementary-achool program of the Center
- for Reseanch on Effective Schooling for Dis-
advantaged Students.

“Schoolwide projects are big now,” he
said, “People are experimenting more than
they ever did with pograms,
with sumxer aschool, with in-class models,
more with A

“T think there has been a gradual recogni-
tion that what we've beendoinghasn't been
working very well,” Mr., Slavin addsd. “It
took & long time, but I think pecple have
Just gotten frustrated with the results they
have been gwiting.”

A Holistlc Approach
One of the most significant changes made
in Chapter 1 in 1988, and an important fac-
tor spurring innovation in the program,
was a provision that made it easier for
achools to operate “schoolwide projects” by
dropping a requirament that the district
pre-ide additional inding to such a school.
Under this part of the program, & school
whose enrolimentisat least 75 percent low-
. {ncome children eligibls for Chapter 1 fund-
ing can use its money toimprove the school
as & whole, rather than to ensure that only
eligible children benefit, It can allow all
childrento participate in Chapter 1 instruc-
tion, buy materials for the whale achool, or
hire more teachers to feduce class sines.
To remain & schoolwide project, a school
wust show that ita eligible children's
achievement incroases or {s at least as gord
as that of Chapter 1 children in other
achools in the district.
An Education Department survey found

11‘"’- ATty St
e ¢ S S

gram for gradea 1 to §, {n which students
are placed into small groups across sge
groups, Tutors work with students who are
not keeping up with their peers,

Other components dre a “family-support
team” that focuses on parent education and
student behavior and attendance, and regu-
lar asssemments of each student’s progress.

. The program, now operating in 18
achools, is relatively new, but Mr, Slavip

effects on reading skills, and reductions of
retentions and referrals to special educa-
tion. (See Education Week, Feb. 18, 1991)

“The question

curriculum.

shat the number of schools operating | challenging, fast-paced
B e L
I ] ) ! , e a com-
+ responded to the question, schociwide Pvin said, “What 16 neaded 18 & good school, | pute canter that traths 5,000 teachers a

Appropriation

(in Thousands)

$3.215693
3,104,317

Percont C.

-3.6%
5.6

rminaion and rpissernent wih 8 63.8 hillon lcal educstien block grant

tﬂl A $0.5 BIton eduomien bhock grant was enacled nsiead, but the

7

What worka for gifted apd talentsd kids
also works for theee kids." :

*We work out special sesvices so that dif-
ferent kids are getting difforent needs met
{n the same claseroom,” he sald. “The ides is
not to stigmatise kids.*

The Stanford professor is currently work-
ing with 54 schools in seven: states.

The Computer Age

Some dramatic changes inthe Cha _ter 1
program have resulted not from new peda-
gogical theories, but from changes in soci-
ety and from technologicnl advances.

Educators who are ve'erans of the pro-
gram agroe that the children now partici-
pating are, in many ways, more troubled
than those they worked with 25 years ago.

“I see mora kids from broken homes,
more drug abuse, kids who coma in at ex.
tremely low levels with n.tarded social
skills,” rald Theresa Salls, who hes taught
Chapter 1 studenta i Framingham, Mass.,

+ sinos the program’s inception. “Sometimes
1 think we're the only stable part of their
m they wi

ny are coping with 1 yore
students who do not epeek English, children
damaged by their mothees' drug use, and a
population that is more mobile than ever.

Chspter 1 programs are by in-

chuding health and nutrition sesvicea in their

parent-outreach programs, adding guidance
counselors and social workers paid for by
Chapter 1, and retraining teachers.

But a more positive soclal trend has also
had a great impact. Computers have trans.
formed many classrooms over the past dec-
ade, but nowhare have they had greater ef-
fect than in Chapter 1, Few Chapter 1
programs make no use of computers,
and, for many poor achools, Chapter 1 is the
primary source of funds to buy computers
and software,

Qe
From FY 1880

X"

v -
"abie

Percent Chanye
From FY 1980
Adjusted for
Infiation

Budget
Roquest
(in Thousandes)

$3,478,382
3.683.772
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denita are cocasionally allowed to bring other
%ﬁhhmhbu‘gm'

Chapter 1.
‘lgetulhhmpnnnuwhouy.‘l{owdo
lmmyudainyourpmgrm?%atnideof
town o 1 have to live on? " she added.
One program that is currently drawing
t interest from Chapler 1
entirely on computer
W5 (e { wtudents by Stanley L ogrew M hasocsl
ate professor of education at the University

gumne
*Oregon Trail,”
part of homestesders.

Whatthe programs have in common isan
emphasis on independent thought and
problem-olving. Teachery are trained to
avoid giving students the answers.

“One of the difficulties Chapter 1 students
have is that they aren't able to generalise
their reasoning skills,” said Jim Tickle,
Chapter 1 coordinator in Fall River, Mas.
“We focus on yote memorization. This puts
them in situations where they are really
challenged to develop solutions to problems.”

Added Mr. Pogrow, “By the time kids get
to the 4th grade, the problem is no longera
knowledge deficit, hut that they don't une
derstand how to understand.”

He said the program has produced stan-
dardized-test gains double the national
average for Chapter 1 students, and has
grown exponentially from an original
group of 14 achools. About 778 currently
parﬁﬁpuu.aner.Poglwaxpeanh
nearly douhle next year.

Mr.hpowmmmthupmam“real-
lynmscmmtuwalotofﬁwreformrhmr-
ic that's out there,” in that it is focused on
particular students.

*1 see rothing wrong with pulling kids
aside if you're giving them something
good,” he said.

Mr. Pogrow alsopointéd out that another
program that has been shown to be success-
ful with disadvantaged children, and is also
abotwpicofdimmionnowumons(:hap-
ter 1 teachers, is Reading Recovery, which
emphasizes intense one-to-one instruction
for individusl students. (See Education
@™-¢k, Nov. 7, 1990)
lCl‘bomnttowhichChaparlhuim«
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toachers is

RADS ;- -
L2

Junded preschool clsies ot School No. 48 in Buttslo, LY.
68 & model for parert invelvement.

PublicSchool Students
ww % .

ik
4

Pre- i
dK 13 48 79 1012
© Bene 4,808,000 Chapier 1 paricipants

proved the academic

get population is disputed, with most re-
search showing only modest gains as ccm-
pared with other students. (See related
story, page8.) But there is no doubt that the

program has had & profound impact on

American schools.
The of Chapler 1:
'y New Roles

Title I was the leading edge of a wave of
foderal funds that has become a small but
dgniﬁuntpaﬁofnlmlbudgebmdledto
a greater federal role in education.

“In the beginning, we were afraid to accept
the money for fear of ferleral control,” euid
Mr. Mathews, the Chapter 1 coordinator for

“It was doemed tainted federal
money. Now they say the rooney i still taint-
ed, but ‘taint enough of it.”

Many say the comparability require-
ments that mandated equal state and local
expenditures on Title I achools did mare to
advance the cause of equal opportunity

“By the time comparability was estab-
Iished, school districts had gottento like the
money, and it became an effective tool,” Ms.
McClure of the Naacp Legal Defense Fund
said. “This was Title I's greatest legacy.”

“Title I changed the funding philosophy
of education greatly,” Mr. Hughes said. “It's
now acceptable to give more money to the
disadvantaged because they are at risk.”

Tstle I was also a catalyst for the awsken-
mcduwdtnﬁmuwdshmahmb
be reckoned with. The £.8.£.A. provided feder-
o) Ainde—$25 million the first year—-specifi-
cally to strengthen state agencies. Those
agencies were gradually given more and

Chapter 1 Participation by Grade Span, 1987-88

20141
R
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P + 45 Sorow: ummmvmumwmm*umu

’ ' P
0T v 43 ariem o
. ." FEESET X c.m
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20 4
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Pre-K
andK 113 46 278

Sase: 142,400 Chapier 1 pasticiptnts

10-12

*It wasn't just the fds stepping in and ss-
serting an increased role and less o
state and local » Mr. Weckstein
of the Center for Law and Fducation said. “T¢
gave states some authority to oversee this
money. That gave them a role they didn't
have befire and spawned state compensatory

that didn't exist before.”

“At the local level,” he said, “it empow-
ered certain people, certain staff, and cer-
Mnn&ool:byhduchmlnmum

allocation.

The inclusion of private-school children
in the program forced public- and private-
schoo! educators to collaborate on a service-
delivery plan and opened up L'nes of com-

Parent Invoivernent

Many obeervers also give Title 1a great

deal of credit for spurring attention to the
of involving pavents in their
children’s education.

“Now the need for parental involvement
is part of the conventional wisdom,” Mr.
Hugbuldd.'leonddeﬂhltoneomuvio-
tories of Title L”

In some instances, parent advisory coun-
cils established at the school and district
levels have become a base for the political

.

mauﬂuityhmﬂwrloalmm"

.. Chapter 1 Full-Time
Equivalent Staff by
Classification,1067-88

Adrinisraiive 2% Clarical 4%

SR

Sese: {3410 s marbery -

Cherter 1 Participants
By Raclal/Ethnic
Classification, 1987-88

poople,
ts realized they had
began speaking up,” said

“Low-income
some vights,
Lucy Watkins, an education specialist at
the Center for Law and Edueation. “They
became volunteers, got part-time school
Jobs, went back to school.”

Some parents started as advisory-panel
members and ended up running for elected

office.

“People learned how to conduct a meet-
ing, how to write their legislator,” said Mr.
Eberhardt, the Oregon ccordinator. “They
learned they could write a letter and come-
one would respond. Parents be wn yring to
school-board meetings. That took some
power away from the existing structur. A

But many educators complabiad €inter.
ference, and, they aaid, the 1v/3 rules,
which detaled such things as how council
members wee to be elocted, were unduly
preacriptive. When the program became
Chapter 1 in 1881, the parent-involvement
provisions were perhape the most heavily
pared of all, reduced to one paragraph re-
quiring only an assurance of consultation
and an annual informational meeting.

Some districts maintained their advisory
councils and their links with parents. But
more, in the words of Mr. Eberhardt,
* them like a hot potato.”

In a 1984 study, the Children's Defense
Fund fund a “significant decline in organized

Retaining Ttes to the Program

In 1988, the Congress required achools to
have specific plans for parent involvement,
but did not mandate the recanstitution of

Continued on Page 9
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AN OVERvVIEW

Studies Show Mixed Results, Spur
for Educdtional Ressarch, “You find thata .
kid who's in the 15th percentile comes upr

By Julle A. Miller

Ithough Chapter 1 has funneled
more than $80 billion in federa]
Mz?dmldwm:::thc
past 25 years, resoarch not
unequivocally back up lawmak.

ers’ apparent faith in the compensatory.ed-
ucation program. -

“After raore than two decades of study,
evaluators have declared it to be ‘a program
that works,’ a program which has produced
modest gains, and a virtual waste of tax.
pqyeu’ﬂy moncyu,: a group ofmanhm&
cently wrote in a paper summarising
research literature on Chapter 1,

The paper, obtained indraft form by £d-
ﬂm&ngﬂ written !ar tlf:: Educa.

on nt in preparation fora mas-
sive, unprecedented longitudinal study of
Chapter 1 students that aims to answer
some of the outstanding questions about
the program's efficacy. The authors colla-
borated on the study design and hope to
wixlzlaeonmwuunllyconduetitu
well,

ly“l'he Chnpurt:ndzu w‘: ‘l‘n“t?hob“h’l
Says cnss
that it helps kids do better than they other.
wise would have done,” said Robert E. Sla.
vin, a ressarcher at Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity who is widely considered a national
expert on Chapter 1,

But, he added, the research alss shows

"' that the program '“dossn't work well:

enough to help them catch up with their
more advantaged peers.”

“Has it been a waste of money? Not at
by s propeans o ol
tary: program ter
search on Effective Schooling for Disadvan-
taged Students. “I think most people would
say {t's made a difference, hut when you
:ookua;. the pm otwhha.t poor kids, mg:
ty are , you have to fay we
todo different.”

Stanley Pogrow, an associate professorof
education at the University of Arizona who
hasdesaigned

anaccluimed, computer-based
program toteach thinking skillsto Chapter
1 students, offers a blunter assesament.
“Let’s foce it: Chapter 1is inefloctive,” he
said. “The kids you're serving never get out
of Chapter 1. The problem isn't with the
concept, but with the way school districts
use the money.”

Studies Show Mixed Reaults

Data from the National Asssssment of
Educational Progress show that the
achievement of disacvantaged and minori-
ty children has improved relative to that of
the general population since the inception
of Title 1 in 1965. According to the “Nation-
ol Assesament of Chapter 1,” which was
mandated by the Congress in preparation
for resuthorization of the program in 1988,
that trend became particularly evident
with children Hom after 1963, who would
have entered school in the late 1960°s, when
the foderal program was becoming fully
operational,

However, studies specifically designed to
measure the impact of Chapter 1 programs
show mixed results, with most finding mod-
st gaina,

;‘lEvon when ylou look at what Chnp:er 1
calls its exemplary programs, you don't
find that they systematically bring chil-
dren into the mainstrearn, even over sev-
eral years,” said Henry Levin, a professor
of educatior. and economics at Stanford

_ University and the director of its Center

to the 30th percentile.”

The tional study
only comprehenaive ud md;‘: i

y the Wm.

to date on the achievement
students is the
government ate .,
Ressarchers collected achisvement data
on 120,000 students in 248 schools in 1076:
72, than bllowsd
dents over two

called Title I generally more over
the course of a year than did other

Children in mathema

The national asscesment also

analysed
test scores collected by school distriets, -

wh!ehlhowedthatﬂwawngt(}hpml

student improved his national percentils .

ranking slightly over the course of the
1983-84 achool year.

The authors concluded that Chapter 1
students achieved greater increases in
e g
not pa program, t
*their gains do not move them substantisl.
ly toward the achievement levels of more
advantaged studenta.” .

Roscarchers also say that existing stud.
les offer no conclusive evidence for the supe-
riority of either “pullout” instruction, for
which Chapter 1 students leave their regu-
lar claserooms, or in-class assistance.

*Based on the ressarch that hasbeen con-
ducted to date, we cannot conclude with
confidence either that pullout is more affec-
tive than in-class instruction or that the op-
Mullmmdmm:;ut:omh
summary, which was prepared group
of contractors who ccllaborated on dexign-
ing the upcoming longitudinal study.

While researchers acknowledge that
ltudle;yto date hllve failedut;yﬂnd
guinaby Chapter 1 students, they hasten to
pointout that the lack of sherp results could
be due, atlrmm’:omﬁ;&dlﬁuﬂtyd
measuring the program

The researchers cited several dificultios,
Mm arisbility of Chapter

¢ The v 1 programs.

Federal regulations set some guidelines,
but schools have a great deal of leeway to
dedgnﬂnirmtnshudonnmmbr
Chapter 1 students. Students in different
achools can receive very different services,
and those services can be offsred at a wids
range of intensity levels.
lom::um mobility of the Chapter

population.

Many children cannot be retested over
time, and it is imposaible to determine

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 9

" CHAPTER 1"+ v

f,

2 smaller group of stu-2° PP
yours. It foynd % | 8
that students served by what was theny;

students who did not receive services. * ''i8

»

or

Calls

which school’s program is responsible for
the gains some mobile students make. The
Erogrum and oo o ey et the
program are not poasi-
bly causing an understatement of the pro-
gram’s impact.
© Inolnting program effects from the im-
pact of a child's regular achool program,
© Lack of adequate cont-ol groups.
Probably the thorniest problem facing re-
searcher trying to evaluate Chapter 1 is
lhed!ﬂlmﬂtyotﬂndingadmﬂugbupof
students not receiving services with whom
Chapter 1 students can be
*It's hard research to do because most of
the kids who qualify for Chagter 1 services
are recelving them,” Mr. Slavin said.

By definition, students rece}
e L 2 i
funds serve a more &iudmvt;h:od popula-
tion than others in the samse district that do

not receive funds.

Comparing students it different schools
and achools in different districts means hav.
inﬂom;ﬁutmﬂhmmtm‘z
differences mlﬂﬁn. TOSOUTCNS,
school philosophy unrelated to Chapter 1,
*It's costly to do; it's hard to do; it's & com-
plex iasue, and it takes considerable effort
and thought,” said Elois Scott, who is over.
ot S
ca (] ua.
tion service. “But our cata show that there
are similar kide in similar schooly who may
or may not be receiving services.”

Amdin;tomdanmh.mﬂm

Chahgés in ogram
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Sy e 1w e ruted o the
, 1t to vent thos:
problems by using several different ap.
proaches at once, coraparing:

® Schools :'nd‘:ndenu that are near the
“cutoff poin Chapter 1.

In. :ioven achool, only a certain number
of children can be served, and those whose
achievement is either barely high encugh
hplmﬁmnwtd&hmr lgbarely l:;v
enough to qualify them can be compar
Likewise, some districts have two similur

Thedisadvantage of this approach is that
gxﬂ d:;:ot study the most disadvantaged

© Comparing similar children who re-
ceived reading instruction with those who
received help in math.

® Trying to match students with similar
characteristics in different achools while
controlling for differences between schools.

Mas. Scott said 247 participating district«
and about 300 schools have been chosen in
:ismu.: Shou!dditu-iegwmchfeen to

Y most representative sample, and
that those reluctant to participate will es-
nn.g’a!ly be forced to do so. hem. be

®'re trying to encourage them, be.
cause the study is s0 important, not only for
Chapter 1 but for what it can tell us gener.
ally about the education of dissdvantaged
children,” Ma, Scott said.

Homvarm 3 ‘::ep:gd, “itis mg interpreta.
tion” that C 1 regulations requirc
districts to provide whatever information is
desmed necossary.
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mainstream, aven over ssvers! yean,”
says Henry Levin, a professor of sducatior
and economics at $tanford Unlverity,

Data collection is to begin this spring.
The study team will administer standard-
izad teste to children in grades 1,3, and 7.
‘The youngsters will also be surveyed about
their achoo! and extracurricular activities.

Several Surveys Planned

Teachers, administrators, arai parents
will be surveyed about “kinds of services,
level of service, coordination between pro-
grams, the type of curriculum used in the
regular program and how it relates to
Chapter 1,emphasis on higher-order skills,
attitudes,” Ms. Scott said.

Inaddition to academic achievement, the
study will track trends in delinquency, re-
tention, school grades, and dropout rates,

The researchers plan to follow the chil-
drenover several years as well astocreatea
larger longitudinal sample by matching
similarcl.ildren in the different age groups.

Ms. Scott said they will try to fol’ow all
children who move within 2 district and all
dropouts, and will follow as man; of those
who move to another district as j0esible.

“Existing research has not followed stu-
dents or looked at dropouts,” sh said. “It
also hasn't taken a single group - fkids and
followed them all the way through.”

The data will be sufficient to make com-
parisons betwoen major ethnic groups, and
an additional grant from the department’s
office of bilingual education and minerity-
languagoes affaire will enable researchers to
eample enough limited-English-proficient
students to draw conclusions about them.
The department decided, however, that
- ‘Q‘*‘uly sampling Indian students
mc‘! too expensive, Ms, Scott said.

IText Provided by ERIC

The Congress has authorized a total of
$22 million for the study.

and how it is sustiined tn these kids”

Congressional Assessment

In addition to the longitudina! study,
which is not due until 1997, the Education
Department is beginning a new “national
assessment” to be completed before the
Congressisto reconsider Chapter 1in 1893,

The law authorizing the study specifical-
ly mandated an independent advisory pan-
el and prohibited the depc.rtment from al-
tering the contractors' work.

That study is to examine;

© The implementation and efficacy of new
provisions written into the 1888 reauthori-
zation law, including rules for operating
schoolwide projects, parent-involvement
requirements, and program-improvement
provisions that require remedial action to
improve programs whose students show in-
sufficient academic gains.

¢ How Chapter 1 funds are allocated, how
children ars chosen, and the number of eli-
gible children not being served.

© The qualifications of Chapter 1 instructors.

¢ The effectiveness of Even Start, which
combines adult literacy and parenting pro-
grams with preschoo] for young children,
and of programs for migrant students.

® Student achievement, “as reflected by
student attendance, behavior, grades, and
other indicators of achievement.” [ ]

ago
tiaison to parents. “There's still a ot of
parents and administrators.”
In & series of visits to schools in Detroit,
fr example, many principals and teachers

| volced frustration at their inability to get

g:!dvnu' attention, recounting efforts to

called some schools’ plans for involving par-
complained that “there

“ents “weak.” but also

“If we really had parent involvement like
the law intended, we would have an easier
time remediating theee kids,” Mr, Hy xh

| said “But all soma of these people care ¢ out
1 1+ 18 getting money to att m’- I

Mrbowrm, . K
a child in the program and now replesents
other parents, said district officials “don’t
appreciate the need for trained parents
sharing ideas.”

Noting that some Chapter 1 parents do
retain ties to the program after their chil-
dren graduate from it, Ms. Watkins of the
Canter for Law and Education said: “Edu-
cators are right to fear that, that [current)
parents will be intimidated. {But] there is
aJs0 reason to fear that parents new to the
program won't know their rights if they
haven't been tutored by people who are old
hands at it.”

‘The Policy Study Associates report found
that the most popular form of parent in-
volvement Ia conferences for parents, of-
fered by 70 percent of districts in 1889-90,
follow>d by dissemination of home-based
educational activities, used by 37 percent,
and the use of parents as classroom aides,
reported by 28 percent.

Some districts also hire parents to serve
as Haisons or to offer instruction to parents
who lack literacy, parenting skills, or a pro-
ficiency in English.

Buffalo's Parent Center

One district that is often mantioned as &
mode! for parent involvement is Buffalo,
where achools pursue virtually sll the par-
ent-involvement activities noted by the re-
port, but the centerpioce of the district’s out-
reach efforts is a multi-use parent center.

Places where parents can come to work
with their children and learn to use educa-
tional materials are a growing trend, ac-
cording to Chapter 1 experta. The Policy
Study Associates report found that, while
only 9 percent of Chapter 1 districts had
parent centers, it was the parent.involve-
ment activity that expanded most between
the 1888-89 and 1989-90 school years.

Buffalo was one district that retained its
parent advisory councils, and parents and
administrators said the districtwide council
suggested a parent center after hearing
about one in Ohio.

“When we were facing desegregation,

there were fhrums bor parent input,” said
Howard Lewis, the district’s Chapter 1 direc.
tor. “Things went a0 well that the district de-
cided parent involvement is a good thing "

Mr. Lewis, who has been involved with
Chapter 1 almost since its inception,
worked out an arrangement whereby the
local Urban Lesgue gave the district space
downtown for a parent center at a reduced
rent in exchange for limited access to the
computers it would buy,

The aschool board pays the rent and the
cost of evening staff, while $250,000 of the
district's $15.6-million Chapter 1 allocation
pays for the daytime staff and half the
equipment purchases.

The center {s an immense, open space
that was once a bank. It is ringed on three
tides by second-floor conference rooms that
look out aver two large ground-floor rooms.
One contains 60 computers and head-
phones for those who cannot read well.
Some of ths equipment is on carts o people
in wheelchairs can use it.
well-gached Hndergarien, Dulging with
toys, books, and blackboards. On one side is
a tiny room with a one-way mirror, allow-
t:i‘thmnh towatch their children interact

professionals,

The computers are usad both by students
and thelr parents, and can be taken home.

The center also sponsors workshops fof
parents in everything from computer train-
ing to crafts. A room behind the open, central
area provides space for dances, aeroblcs clas-
ues, and dinners as well as a sewing nook.

“It's important that children sec their
parents at the computer, at the sewing ma-
chine, doing something constructive,” Mr,
Lewis said

He said parents pre referred to the center

Transportatio
points in the city, and the parents roll in
every evening in waves as the buses arrive,
Some use it as a well-lighted place to watch
their children do homework. Some are pri-
marily interested in the computers. Others
read to their children from the center’s col-
lection of booka.

Some gaid the center has bacome their

) meeting place.

“Comning here has taught me how I can help
my child,” said Johnetta Cole from her seat be-
fore a computer screen. ‘1 was suspicious at
firat, but there i just so much available here. [
can actually take this computer home.”

“My daughter wouldn't let me stop com.
ing even if I wented to,” she said.

Since the tenter is leas than two years
old, Mr. Lewis said, it is too early to say
whether it has produced measurable in-
creases in student achievement. The dis-
trict has commissioned a study of children
who are active at the center, which is to be
completd next year.

In any case, Buffalo does post high test
scores for its Chapter 1 children. Mr, Lewis
aaid 94 percent of those children scored above
the state aversge on reading tests last year
and 89 percent did s0 in mathematiua,

Mr. Lewis also noted that increasing test
scores is not the center’s primary purpose.

“The children who are referred to us have
had some kind of adjustment problem,” he
said. “This is dimipating. It is important just
to get parents to com:mit some quality time.”

A Look to the Future

In its 25th year, Chapter 1's existence is
no longer threatened, and the battle over
the restrictiveness of its regulations has
been muted by the Congrees's move onto
middle ground in 1988,

But the program is also under increasing
scrutiny by educators disappointed with
the pace of student achievement gains.
Even Chapter 1I's strongest advocates are
lookingeritically at the way it works and 7.
the results that are obtained.

Continued on Page 10
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We try to serve the
_ worst off, but I also
look for those I think there

is hope for.

~Betty Yee

Percent of Chapter 1 Participants
Served by Service Area, 1087-88

lostnuctional Services

Reading
Other Language At
Mathematios

25 YEARS prove the programs, not just get more mon- gram improvement is really te modest.
eyheovermonpoph.Weuodwmhink *] think the standards t to be high-
the whole enterprise.” er,” he said, “I think the standards in

Continued from Page 9 Most observers see the program moving American public education across the boerd

from a focus on financial accountabilityand | ought to be higher.”
Several formal efforts to amess Chapter 1's | regulatory compliance to eccountability The Bush Administration has jumped the

The big bugaboo about
the Chapter 1 population
is that it’s an unstable,
mobile population.

~Billie Joan Gibbs

spamtaabsn RO, e,
wgksairaty. o 1o ot

successes and shortoomings are under way: | based on results. gun, that it intends to propous a

© The Education Department has under- And the 1993 debate will be strongly in- radics] change in Chapter 1 aapart of an edu-

taken a massive, ted longitudi- | fluenced by what the ongoing studies of | cation unveiled last month by Presi At the local level,
nal study that aims to answer lingering Chaptar 1 conclude about the success oi dent Bush and Secretary of Education Lamar h

N ationy about the achlevement of Chap. | fallure of the Congrees’s first attemspta to | Alezander. In koeping with the Adcinistra- (Chapter 1 has]
ter 1 students and about what makes a pro- | move the in that direction. tion's focus on school the empowered certain peop|c
gram successful. Mr, Jennings said he thinks that the plans to seek legislative changes that would . .
& The Gongrees has slso commissioned a | Congress may try to instill greater flexibil- | allow Chapter 1 funds to “tllow” a child to & . . . by forcing changes

new “National Asscssment of Chapter 1,
due before it is to be reauthorived in 1993,

® The Council of Chief State School Offi-
cers has convened an independent commis-
sion of educators, ressarchers, and child ad-
vocates to study Chapter 1 and recommend

o The American Asocistion of School Ad-
ministrators is planuing a series of public fo-
rums at varied sites acrom the coumtry to

ity in the program and that lawmakers will
look closely at the results achieved by
achools that have taken advantage of the
1988 amendment that made it easier to op-
ersto & achoolwide project.

*We may learn that total flexibility is not
right, or we may learn that it's the way to
go” Mr. Jennings said. “But we have to
know what happened in thoss buildings.
‘Was the money wisely used?™

~Paul Weckstein

gather opinions and information in prepars- The Congress also will examine the im-
tion for 1993, according to Bruce Hunter, an | pact of the program-improvement process
sssociate executive director of the group. that was created in 1988, requiring schools
Many of the issuss raised during the up- whose Chapter 1 studenta do not show suffi-
coming reauthorization are likely to be fa- cient gains in achievement to inatitute im-
miliar, related to the enduring tension be- provement plaas, and sventually to accept medial services at the school of their choloe
tween fexibility and sccountability. state intervention. “That went down in flames the first time,” It’ s t that
But while traditions! regulatory questions Observers sgree that procsss is likely tobe | Mr. Jennings noted. “We are not sbaut to _s unportan .
will gurely be raised—child advocates, for ax- | retained, but it will probably be adjusted. The Chapter 1 into a cholos incentive.” children see their parents
smple, will likely push fe stronger parental- biggest iasue is expected to be whether mini- “The focus of the program is appropriate, . doi methin
involvemant mandates— the federal officials, | mum standards should be reised. and ita going to become moce spgropriats | + < - GOINE SO 8
lawmakers, and advocates have indicated “Until the 1988 amendments, there was | in the fisture,” he said. “The question that constructive.
that they sre interasted in bolder changes almost an exclusive focus oa sccountability has to be ssked is whether the form the pro-
and new rooted in process,” said David Hornbeck, an gram haaevolved into is the proper form." 8 ~Howard Lewis

approaches.
*“We've got tostop seying thess things are
motherhood and ice cream,” said Represen-

educational consultant and a fonnec Mary-
1and state superintendent of education who

This special report on the Chapter 1 con-

tative Bill Goodling of Pennsylvanis, the is the chairman of the c.c88.0’s Chapter 1 | pensatory-education program was under-
ranking Republican on the House Edwes- | commission. "We're moving in the right di- written by the John D. and Catherine T.
tion and Labor Committes. “We need to im- rection now, but tho experiment with pro- | MacArthur Foundation.
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CHAPTER 1:

New Provisions Forcing

By Julle A. Miller

hen the Chaptar 1 law was
rewritten in 1988, the most

tion, and eventually state intervention, to

whoss students do not

Almost three years later
t" has forved

way they serve disadvantaged
ooma cases for the first time,
“Ws're focusing on the

grams, rather than on comp!
regulations], and that, therefore, ssending
Chapter 1 in a new direction,” said Mary:
Jean LeTendre, director of compensatory-
alucation programs at the U.S, Education
Department. “In the view of people who are
sdministering Chaptar 1 at the state and
local levels, you can no longer give kids

of the pro-

thing about it.”
Virtually all the educators interviewed
sgreed that program improvement isa good
idea, at least in theory. But while some
think it will boost student achievement as
intended, octhers are more

had

2 way to fores achools to fixce their problems.

*] think the standard they have set i go-
Ing to undermins it to soms extent,” sald
Paul Weckstein, a lawyer at the Center for
Law and Education who has represented

N el
provemen uew -,
sands of achools to take a critical lock at thy' -

.
A

[with -

tests and file them away without doing any. .

skeptical,
“Its hard to argue with the idea that you |,
that aren't workaegy

jshould improve programe

ing,” said Joseph Hirsch, an administrative
assistant who helps manage Chapter 1 pro
grams in the Detroit public schools. “It's
that the federa! government
" hadtocomein andtell educators todo this.”
However, he said, “It's like sticking a
thermometer in someone’s mouth, It tells

you something is wrong, but not what is. ¢

wrong. And it doesn't necessarily give us
the tools to do soinething about it.*

Many educators affected by the process
say it has already had positive effects, by
spurring them to take a fresh look at their
programs, encouraging collaboration
amcng school staff members, prompting
states to provide more assistance to local
programa, drawing attention to Chapter 1,
and causing schools to redouble efforts to
involve parents.

A Stacked Deck?

But some educators feel that the deck iy
stacked agwinst them. They complain that
the tests used to measure student achieve.
ment are biased against disadvantaged
children. that improvement in such areas
as attitude and communications skills can.
not be gauged on the teets, and that the mo-
bility of the Chapter 1 population results in
an understatement of student gaina.

“1 like the but it creates anxi-
ety,” said Jim Tickle, the Chapter 1 coor-
dinator for the Fall River, Mass., public
schools. “It ssems like punishment for those
who work in the most challenging areas.”

Some educstors go so far as to argue the
many Chapter 1 students are 50 disadvan-
taged in s0 many ways that no recoedial pro-
gram—ox at Jesst no program they can fash.
fon with the rescurces at hand—can hope to

scores actually repressnt a victory.
Meanwhile, representatives of parent
groups and child-advocacy ar
gue that program standards are two low and
that low expectations on the part of educators
are the real jesue. Such groups, along with
O ouncil of Chief State School Officers,
I R | C y sspported program improvement as

IToxt Provided by ERI

Detrolit. Lynoh l¢ among dozens of “program

agree the standards should be higher. Ms.
LeTendre has repeatedly exhorted educa-
tors to set higher standards on their own
and to try new instructional approaches.
“If you say that with extra help nothing
more is going to happen for the children
than to stay even,” she said, ‘Td say you
don't belong in teaching.” _

5,000 Schools Identified

program-improvement efforts, Chapter 1

schools began grappling with the new pro-
vizion in the 1989-90 school year.

to surveys by the Education

t and the National Amociation

of State Chapter 1 Coordinators, mowt state

agencies and school districts chose to use
the lowest possible standard, targeting for

Using 1068-89 data to identify schools for .

['vaeraon lm]mu et

a Critical Look at the Quality of Services

P A

A student® bulids a tower In hie preschool ciase at Lynoh Eismentary Sohool in
imptovement”

schools In Detrolt.

schools given the fact that they have only a
small amount of additional resources to of-
::n ?ooh undargoing program improve-

*1 have 77 schools that could potentielly
g0 Into joint {improvement plans)” Linda
Miller, Chapter 1 coordinator for the state
of Indisna, said at a conference last fall, “1
worry about how I'm going to gt my staff to
77 schools.”

And in some states, Congressionally
mandated “committees of practitioners”

ing $dentifiad for improvement.
That term dsscribes measurements

along a scale, designed for Chapter 1, that

can be to results from a variety of

tants.

“No gain or declins” in a studsut’s
standing relative to other students is ex-
pressed as 3879 N.C.8.'s; the minimum fed-
sral standard s an average guin greater
than sero. Average gaina for Chaplar !
students hover around 3 N.C.B.'s per year

2% “Federal end sinte officials sxy preliminary
‘Socond

they're not
§ dards,”sald Diana Whitelaw, the Chapter 1
& coordinator Sor the state of Connecticut and

while particularly successftil Chapter 1
programs boast average gains of 10
N.C.B.'s OF mOTe.

At lsast ons stats—Oregon—set a
slatawide ofSn.c.x's, althouth
ccly be its elementary schools. Secondary
schools were required to post & gain of 1
N.C,E. the firet year.

ClfT Eberhardt, an sducation specialist

fr the state education department who

works on 1, said Oregen o
« raise the byince year.

“The average kid comes into our program
atthe 25th "hesaid. “Wwa tto
got the kid out of the program and up to
grade leval—and my goal is to do that in
two years—to raise them from the 25th to
the BOth percentile, you have to raise them

13 pevoentiles a yoar. That translatas to a

lot move than 1 Nk
Loy Setting Higher dardards
yoar of im-
rent indicate that more atatos are set.
standards, and that such moves

improvement.
* don't think theres any state where
about raising atan-

¥ the president of the state ccordinators’ aseo-
clation.

will be in the process.

Whils increased state and local stan.
dards have contributed to this trend, “more
accurats is us least a8 important

districts applied standards loosely the first
yoar, when they were unfamiliar with the
process and sorms were unsure of the valid.
ity of their test data.

*The first time, it was, ‘Let's get our feet
inthe water, "hesaid. “This year, they just
did a better job,”

While surveys have charted state re-

terviewed said that at least some
in the state had donwe w0, and that many
states require it

have pressed for lower standards. States Program-Improvement Plans

are to subenit their Chapter 1reg- |  Educators in some of the 2,600 schools

ulations for review by these panels, whose | “held over” after a yesr of program improve-

membaere are primarily local educators. ment faoe intervention by state officials.
But some states did sst higher standerds, Schools that were tifled based on

and some districts required gains of a8 much | 1968-88 data were required to put a pro-

aa 3 “normal curve equivalenis” o avoid be- Continued on Poge 12
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Continued from Page 11

gram-improvement plan in place no later
than the current achool year, and thoss that
donotdwwm!ﬁdmtlumvmnththh
year's tesis will be forced ‘> collaborate
with state officials on a new plan next yesr.
Some schools identified the first year
moved more quickly, however, implement-
ing plans in the 1989-90ldmlyur,md
those that did not post adequate gains are
subject to state intervention this year.
In Knntmky for example, 49 schools were
targetod for program improvement the first
year and ‘5 met the standard after imple-

plmﬂwjuint plans this year.

“We're focusing on eooxdinlﬁon with the
regular program and better identification
ofstudent learning styles,® Ms. Brooks said,
“We looked at what the schools were plan-
ning to work on, and those were the areas
ﬂntmmodmlectedornouddnndmf-

ficlently in their g

has 212 schools imnlementing
Joint plans with the state this year, accord-
ing to a report on the implementation of
program improvement released by the
c.c.as.0. and the state Chapter 1 coordina.
tors this month.

And the process began to consume a sub-
stantial proportion of the «fforta and re-
sources nf state officials even before formal
state intervention was required, according
to the report, a finding that is supported by
earlier surveys and interviews. State Chap-
ter 1 coordinators reported spending as
much an 75 percent of their time monitor-
ing compliance with the new rules and

L 4
A Range of Responses ' !

Teachers and administrators involved
with program improvement report a wide
range of responses. In some achools, very lit-
tle changes; in uiliers, programa have been
totally ravamped.

“Where | see it working is where districts
and schools have done a complete inventory
of the program and related services,” said
Michael Hughes, Chapter 1 coordinator for
the state of Arizona. “My concern is that
some districts and achools are just working
around the edges.”

One district that has made dramatic
changes is Sunnyside Unified Schoo! Dis-
trict, an elementary-schoul district that
serves part of Tuscon, Ariz., and adjacent
conmunities. All 11 of the district’s schools
have Chapter 1 programs, and about 70 per-
ceat of its students come from poor families.

“We decided to completely change the fo-
cus of Chapter 1 in all our achools, because
it wasn't working,” said Marla Motove, who
oversees Chapter 1 programsin grades K-3.

The district's Chapter 1 students had
been “pulled out” of regular classes for extra
instruction, but now receive help in their
regular claserooms, before or after school,
and in the summer. Thereare no longer any
Chapter 1 teachers. Instead, each achool
has a “program facilitator,” who helps de-
velop the curriculum for remedial studentas,
trains teachers to work with them, and
sometimes works directly with studenta.

Each school also has a parent liaison, tu-
tors, and teachers’ aides who are supported
with Chapter 1 fands. The district has also
developed a “joint relationship” with the
county’s adult-education program, helping
Chapter 1 parents learn English or earn
high-school-equivalency certificates.

The most important result, Ms. Motove
said, is that school staff members are work-
ing together to help Chapter 1 students.

“It was a philosophical change,” she said.

d Ly A<

‘aretrying new curricular

“m.mostoﬁhomﬂ‘d:mmnywm

[Kc

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

Visitors work at

work with thele ohiidren and feam 0 Use educational materiale 200 a growing trend,

not responsible for taking care of thees kids
and seeing that they progress.”

Moat districts are apparently moving
more cautiously. Prince George's County,
Md., for example, adopted a high 3-n.c.x.
mndud—-ruulﬁng in the identification of
48 of its 59 schools for # nprovement—but
its schools have not dram..tically revamped
their programs in response, said Evange-
line Wise, an assistant Chapter 1 supervi-
sor for the district.

Ms. Wise said many of the schools re-
celved additional funds for staff training o

" "

&

approaches,
as the“whole language” method of teaching
reading or setting aside time for confers
ences between teachers,
Ms. Wise said that this year's test scores
are not yet in, but that she is hopeful they
will reflect the increased attention princi.

pals are to Chapter 1,
‘lthlnrivti:igllworkbeummo!me

principals are really uspondina ahe said.
“This got their attention.”

Skeptical About Process

But many teachers and administratorsin
schools serving the most disadvantaged
populations are more skeptical that the pro-
gram-iniprovement process will lead to sig-
nificant gains in student achievement.

*Some of the kids make big gains; there are
others who drop the average,” said Dale
Thomas, & Chapter 1 taacher at Herman Ele-
mentary School in Detroit, “There are some
who have such an unstable environment, we
can only do our best. T had a kid take the tast
the day after his mother overdosed.”

Of districts using
for targeting schools, Detroit probebly has
one of the highest percentages of schools in
program improvement. Of 218 Chapter 1
schools, 94 were identified for improvement
after showing stagnant or declining student
schievement in the 1983-89 school year.

At some schools, student performance
dropped an average of 10N.c.x.'s or more. In
1889.90, some improved enough to “test
out” of program improvement, but another
57 were newly identified.

In a series of interviews with teachers
and administrators, including district offi-
cials and educators in six schools, remark-
ably consistent themes emerged.

None of the educators suid they were
tuming their programs upside down in re-
sponse to program improvement. The most
commonly cited changes were increased ef-
forts to involve parents and a greater em-
phasis on outside reading.

Schools that received more moniey as part

of the program-improvement process—or
because they have qualified as schoolwide
projects under other new rulas—are invest-
ing it instafftraining, lncnnlnnhulnd'
their staff, and equipmen

“It was & headache for schools,” Mr.
Hirsch said, “There are some schools doing
the right thing, but there are many that
aren't. Some just want to do a writing job
undgaﬂtoverwithnﬂurﬂnnwn&mt
the problem.
'l'he dilu'lct. he laid is pmvidlng mis-

'We’nDolullnB.tWecln'

Some educators view the process as just
another annoying bureaueratic hurdle for
them to jump, Some welcome it as a new
way to angle for more monay. Some appear
t have taken the challenzawmnmd
vedoubled their efforts at community out-
reach. But no one predicted that it would
result in dramatic increases in test scores.

“Anyone who has seen where the kids
mﬁmwﬂlmﬂum‘ndoingu\ebut

. wecan,” said Betty Yee, principal of Lynch

Elementary School in Detroit. “You would
think World War III had started, and they
didn’t wake you up for it.”

Her school is located in a neighborhood
dominated by glass-strewn vacant lots and
loose shingles, withitsback toa large ceme-
tery. Young adults loiter across the street.
Ms. Yee pointed to a bullet hole in a achool
door glass panels she said had been
broken by gunfire more than once.

“We have kida whose parents abuse them,”
she said. “We have kids who essentially have
no parents. We have %o teach them survival
ckills, like how to wash their socks.”

Despite these conditions, the school re-
ceives only $393,000 from Chapter 1—
enough, according to Ms. Yee, to retain one
full-time teacher, maintaia some equip-
ment, and bring in some special arts pro-
grams. In addition, the district uses Chap-
ter 1 money to provide a half-time counselor
and asocial worker who visits once a week.

Of the achool’s 390 students, 126 are eli-
gible for Chapter § and about 70 of them
receive services.

“We try to serve the worst off, but [ also
look for thoee [ think there is hope for,” Ms.
Yee said. “If one kid doesn't come to class, |
try with another.”

“You can reach thess kids,” she said.
“When one of the successful ones comes
back to say ‘thank you,' that’s where [ get
mymangth.Bntmennonlydonmmhh

munm mmunmn.v..mm parents can come to
according 1o Chapler 1 experts.

Even those who were more confident that
their students would improve their scores
complained about having the worth of their
programs judged on the basis of tests.

Tests: ‘The Big Bugaboo'

*The big bugaboo about the Chapter 1 pop-
ulation is that it's an unstable, mobile popu-
lation,” said Billie Joan Gibbs, principal of
Hanstein Elementary School in Detroit.

“I have 20 percent turnover, and I really
regent that,” she said, “The kids who have

; have five years are doing all right.”
W

DelGreta Lamsr, 8 Chapter 1. reading
teacher at Hanstein, said the program-im-
provement pmul *has brought us togeth-
erasa

“l feus & leme of fulfillment because
everybody’s really trying to do what we
have committed to do,” she said.

“But test scores don't show that,” Ms
Gibbe interjected.

“Students also make gains that don't
showon tests,” Ms. Lamar said. “It shows in
their environmental experience and their
communications skills.”

Detroit educators were unanimously
skeptical about state intervention.

“We like the accountability, but we don't
like the structure,” said Delbert Clinton, a
program gupervisor for one of the district’s
regional divisions. “Wedon't like theidea of
somebody far removed coming in here.
What are they going todo that we haven't?”

Linds Brown, Chapter 1 coordinator for
the state of Michigun, said the attitude of
Detroit educators did not surprise her.

*They've had a long history of achool-im-
provement efforts,” she said. *During their
arientation, we picked up from the Detroit
staff that they have been involved with pro-
gram improvement for years and years, and
there was & certain sense of discoursgement.”

Fulling Short

But resentment of the program-improve-
ment process is not limited to Detroit, and
some of the same concerns are echoed even
by educators who insist that the mostdisad-
vantaged children can succeed.

Many educators contend that the sepa-
rate instruction encouraged by Chapter 1
and its heavy emphasis on testing—exacer-
bated by program improvement—clashes
with ideal educational practices.

Others simply argue that tests are not a
fair way to judge a program’s success. They
note that one particularly troubled child can
send a small program into the program-im-
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mvn.mlouﬂwucmouwnxcw

Ms. Wise of Prince George’s County, who
mumww-mum.m
ﬁnlyhkhmm.
nonetheless, “anncyed”

attheweight being

mmmmwun&hmu ;
ve standard and that itisdifficult «

comparatl
hmm.mwd..

thrown at you, snd knows whatit - }.
really means,” shesaid. “Whatdoss itmean
hnh?nn&'ﬂmtdouﬂutmabout" ]
Mﬁndxﬂdhml*w'dlhdu-h(;

thelr districts set for themeetves.
© " “You can imagine how Arious 8 building

“I¢s really frustrating when numbersare . o

principal is when children are showing
good [test score] gains, and they are target- .
od because of desired outcomes,” Ms. Miller
of Indiana said. “They didn't know what
they were getting themselves into."
Ms. LeTendre responded: *T have to be-
lieve we can rise above the concern one
would have for one’s own reputation and
. make sure we are aa concerned about what
to the children as we &re: abos
that. 1 know there’s & huinin’aitelle
here, but we heve to get past that and look
at what's good for the kids.” o

. "M’)r* : ’AI of

Others said they are more concerned
with avoiding state intervention in their
programs. Whils some local educators said
they have good working relationships with
state officials and expected to get effective
aid from them, most were more skeptical—
including many who praise the program-

{mprovemant concept.

] believe in high expectations; I believe
in sccountability,” said Carley Ochos, the
Chapter 1 coordinator for the Riverside, Cs-
1if., schools. “The problem is, we don't yet .
trust what's going to happen.”

“If we have a school that's in trouble,
we're going to deal with that, no matter

what the law says,” said Ms. Ochoa, who
has no schools that did not meet minimum
standards. “1f] name it a program-improve-
ment school, it gets labeled. You get noth-
inatowkoﬁnﬁwmmotm'lou
get siate people coming in.”

“When 1 don't think they have any more
ability to deal with the problem, and maybe
less, why should 1 do it?" she asked.

were made when the
program- t law waa being dreft-
ed, and representing state and local
omdahmhldmﬂnmvm

In the end, lawmakers who favored the
emoeptwonoutbyngulnﬂhatmﬂtm
had to be done with programs that do not
work and that someone had to be given the
authority to ensure changes are made.
State officials, they said, were the only real-
istic option.

mcyvhtklmofﬁn(knwﬁrhwmd .
Education argues that, since educationisa
state and local responaibility, a processthat
gives them joint responaibility to improve
schools is appropriate.

'lnmnnyum.youmn’tﬁndﬂwkmwl-
edgeofmuh-ttlnloulhvelﬂutm
have at the state level, or the time and re-
sources,” she said, while acknowledging,

Q There was nobody else to give it to.” @
ERIC
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New Approaches to Fundmg Testlng, and Teachmg Advocated

By Dahorsh L. Cohen

8 interest in early-childhood educa-
tion waxes and funding for new
programs wanes, Chlpter 1
holds new promise for giving dis-
advantaged young children an

academic edge that can heud off costly re-
mediation later, many exparts agree
Although Clnpter 1 is most unodaud
with the early slementary-echool grades, the
program has aliowed for the fimding of pre-
school programs since its In 1985
In the 1988-80 achool year,

Nauthola-. the program has played a sig-
nifieant role in supporting early-childhood
education, and many believe that it has the
potential to play a much larger one

*A Jot of preschools would mtbeimxh-
tence, or kinde: ns would not have
been extended full day, if not for Chapter 1
funds,” said Nancy Karweit, a researcher
at the Johns Hopkins University Center
for Resesrch on Effective Schooling for
Disadvantaged Students.

“Simply enlarging the number of chil-
dren that can be served in preschool would
be a wonderful service—and one that is
badly needed—because there are a lot of

children who need to be better prepared to* | ¢

take on the curriculum of kindergarten
and 1st grade,” said Barbara Bowman, di-
rector ot graduate studies at the Erikson
Institute in Chicago.

In addition :odd “:gﬁiuh to funnel
more Chapter into achooling, how-
ever, she and other urly-dtil&nod
contend, the teaching, tuﬁm mxplnc
styles traditionally used in the kindergarten
to 3rd-grade period must be rethought in o~
der to tap the program’s filll potential.

While acknowledging some of these prac-
tices stem from misperceptions of what
Chapter 1 requires, these experts Argue
that an overreliance on
mdpmgramthltpuulowncluevenoutof
regular classes for remedial instruction
clash with more “developmentally appro-
priate” practices.

Such approaches include more hands-on,
play-oriented leaming and exploration; a
focus on whole concepts and themes, rather
than isolated skills; assessments based on
observation; and settings that allow chil-
dren of varying abilities—and even ages—
to interact and work at their own pace.

The National Association of Early-Child-
hood Specislists in State Departments of
Education is in the process of compliling
comments from members who have raised

concerns about how Chapter 1 relates to

early-childhood-education reforms, and the
group plans tocirculate a paperon the issue
among national experts and groups later
this spring.

Chapter 1 officials contend, meanwhile,
that the program is flexible enough to sup-
port a wide range of innovative teaching
and testing approaches in the early grades,
and they point out that they are taking
steps to promote such strategiee.

“We're encouraged sbout a lot of good
things that are going on, but we also know
that we have to clarify where there are mis-
understandings and promote the good prac-
tices,” said Mary Jean LeTendre, director of
compensatory-education programs for the

U.8. Education Department.

N

The 1965 law establishing Chapter 1 <
programsasoneoption -
brmeetingﬂnupedalodmﬁonﬂ“d ,

identified preachool

sducationally deprived children.
Many districts in states that did not have

a mandate to serve kindergarten-ags chil. ;*,
dren tapped Chapter 1 tohndﬂuirmﬁ

tricts to use the funds for pre-kindergarten
programa as well, the Congreas clarified in
its 1988 reauthorisation of Chapter 1 that .-

moneyeonldhlpmtonehﬂdrw“notmn'

agrade level where the [achool district) pro-
vidulﬁupubucdunﬁon.yetmofln

:g;;twhichﬂuyunbmeﬂtﬁunanm,.

Much lthllumhdkindomrun,
a
Chapter 1 allows districts to start pre-K .

services, such as programs.
While the percentage ofChnpmlpu-
ticipants in pre-!

m‘mwwulpphmensdt:;mwmlm .

stil] amall, the Education Department n-"%
ported a 12 percent jump in their numbers .

between 19687-58 and 1988-89,
And state interest in Chapter 1

lnldingadmﬂnrm The
National Association of State Chapter 1
Coordinators formed un early-childhood com-
tmittee in February to explore such issuee as
sppropriate testing and curricular practices
and coordination with other federal pro-

grams geared toward mehnd!m.hﬂnd- .

ing Head Start and Even Start.

Early-childhood experts, meanwhile, are
hoping some provixion will be madoto place
increased emphasis on early intervention
when Chapter 1 is reauthorized in 1993,

Of the $150-million increase President
Bush requested for Chapter 1 in the fiscel
year that begina Oct. 1, $60 million would go
to-.ard a 21 percent hike in Even Start, a
program that combines adult-literacy and
parenting programa with preachool for young

Whiledistricts must now applytothe fed-
eral government for Even Start grants, the
increase would trigger a provisfon in the
faw that guarantecs each state a set alloca-
tion based on the Chapter 1 formula,

Prevention Focus Urged

Current restrictions in Chapter 1 bar the
federal government and states from man-
dating that schoo] districts direct their
Chapter 1 aid to specific grade levels.

But some experts, such us Sharon L. Ka-
gan, associate director of the Yale University
Bush Center in Child Development and So-
cial Policy, advocate a “realignment” of prior-
ities, “s0 new monies that come in could be
used to support effective early intervention.”

Emphasizing “prevention versus remedi-
ation,” shesaid, “may necessitate a commit-
mentnfmdollmounthinkincofhow

are using existing dollars, but clearly
thatlhouldbothebcm"

The Educaticn Department, meanwhile, is
undertaking several initiatives to alert pro-
gram administrators to the benefits of direct-
ing more Chaptar 1 aid to early education.

“We want to encourage more districts to

\
4.
Iy

Ms. LoTendr s not- 5
1 dollars to."
day kindergare i

ttﬂ'wuowmdb-’

K
[

-
e

-
"
A

Chapurlmrmforchﬂdrw
below grade 2,* Ms. LeTendre said.
mmwwam
Chuptaldxﬂdzuhahyﬁaudﬂmn-
gional meetings the Education Department
has planned for Chapler 1 program
mmmumuummm&m
the second, last week in San Francisco; and
the third, naxt month in Washington.

The moetings are also addressing such is-
sues as how to ensure a smoother transition
between preschool and elementary-school
muﬂmmmmm
naﬁun::-ll:dsun 1. That
wubjoct boinclhldiedbyajointulk
force of the Education Department and the
Health and Human Services Department.

The Educstion Department is also plan-
ning to prepare a brochure identifying early-
childhood allowed under

Driving Assessments

In recent yoars, the increased demand for
¢child care among working parents and re-
search from such highly acclaimed pro-

grams a5 Head Start and the Perry Pre-
school Project in Ypeilanti, Mich., have in-
spired many districts and states to launch
preachoo] programs.

The national goal set by President Bush
and the nation’s governors to ensure that
all children start achool ready to learn—as
well as the business conununity’s interest
in upgrading the quaiity of the workforce—
has also helghumd ﬂn visibility of early-
childhood issues.

On a separate track, the school-reform
movement, with its focus on raising aca-
demic standards, has encouraged more for-
mal achooling and the testing of younger
children.

But concerns that rigid academic drills
and teats are out of sync with how these
children learn has begun to spark reforms
in teaching children in the developmental-
ly volatile period from kindergarten
through 3rd grade.

In recent years, for example, early-child-
hood experts have made strides in convinc-
ing state policymakers that standardized
tests are unreliable gauges of young chil-
dren’s learning.

“The younger the child you test, the more
errors you make,” seid Lilian Kats, director

and
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Against this backdrop, some early-child-
hood experts are concerned that practices
linked with—even if not explicitly required

by—Chapw-lmpodn.\mlntenddbu-

Chapzer 1 requires that standardized
norm-referenced tests be used beginning
in2nd grade to measure children’s growth
from the previous year. Children below
grade 2 are not subject to that require-
ment, but must undergo some form of sys-
tematic assessment.

In practice, experts note, standardized
testing under Chapter 1 typically begins in
1st grade.

But of greater concern, said Harriet A.
Egertson, administrator of the Nebraska
Department of Education’s office of child
development, is that “dependence on stan-

-test scores districta
from atudying other, more informative
kinds of approaches.”

“Because achools don't want to do more
testing than they have to,” she obeerved,
“the requirementa of Chapter 1 end up driv-
ing the district’s asssssment program.” -

Dichotomy for Teachers

Chapter 1 rules have posed a special
problem for states that have begun phasing
out standardized tests for children in the

gradee,
KC Nort.  Carolins, for example, where

- . BEST

the legislature in 1988 voted to scrap
statewide standardized testing until 3rd
grade, Chapter 1 guidelines “have created
an enormous problem,” said Laurs Maat,
an esrly-childhood consultant for the state
education department.

Although the state has developed a new
observation-based assessment process and
districts are eager to implement it, Ms.
Mast said, “we still have achool systems
giving standardizsed tests only to meet the
Chapter 1 guidelines.”

Delaware, which also dropped standard-
ised testing for 1st and 2nd graders this
year, faces a aimilar dilemma, said Darlene
Bolig, early-education supervisor for the
state education department.

“A lot of districts want to continue using
{the tests] for Chapter 1 because it's clean and
neat, and they know no other way,” she said.
The state has agreed to pay for districts to
ontinue standardized testing for Chapter 1,
at Jeast this year,

M. Manuela Fonsecs, an early-education
consuitant for the Vermont Department of
Education, also contends that standardised
testing conflicts with Vermont's pioneering
ffort to aseces students through the use of
portfolios and other ocbservational! methods,
as well as ita shift to “whole language” read-
ing over phonics.

“There {s a real inconsistency between
what we're saying is good practice” and how

16
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- used in the program must be rethought in

order fo tap s full polential

it is measured under Chapter 1, she noted.

The mandate for norm-referenced stan-
dardized tests starting in 2nd grade “flies in
the face of we are trying to do,”
added Maurice Sykes, director of early-
childhood programs for the District of Co-
lumbia schools. The requirement, he said,
is at vdds with the “child centered” ap-
proach being accented under a five-year
plan launched by the school district to re-
shape programs for 3- to 8-year-olds.

Such experts also worry that the tests en-
courage teachers to focus on “isolated
skills,” which Ms. Bowman of the Erikson
Institute referred to as “disembedding
skills from context.”

Observed Ms. Bolig: “The way we are
asking for the data drives the way the mate-
rial is taught, and that is very inappropri-
ate for the way we know we should be taach-
ing young ¢hildren.”

“As long as we are trying to deliver de-
velopmentally appropriate instruction,
but atill aseeasing it in a way that is inap-
propriate, we are still going to have that
same dichotomy for teachers,” said Shar-
on Meinhardt, cocrdinator of early-child-
hood education for the Georgia Depart.
ment of Education.

Georgia gained national notoriety when
it became the first state $0 mandate
statewide standardized testing for kinder-
garten students, but later drew praise fom

early-childhood experts when it revised its
aaseasment procedure.

Dungers of Labeling
Some experts also contend that standard-
ized tests are being used inappropriately to
identify young children for Chapter 1 ser-
vi

cos.

The law requires only that “education-
ally related objective criteria” be uniformly
applied across schools, Ms. LeTendre of the
U.8. Education Department noted, adding
that the department encourages the use of

multiple criterin, such as input from par-
ents and teachers and developmental
particularly for children under

In its policy manual on Chapter 1 and at
ita technical-assistance centers, the depart-
ment offers states and districts guidance on

W&hwmbmdﬂdmhrme
purposes of selection,” she said.

But Ms. LeTendre and others acknowl-
odge that moet districts use norm-refer-
enced standardined tests in selecting Chap-
ter 1 children.

'Whntdiﬂcummdohtommux
ing procedure to meet several purposes,”
served W. Hills, coordinator of early-
childhood education for the New Jersey
Departiment of Education. “In many cases,
the test becomes in district practice the pri-

Continued on Page 16
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mary means of selecting children to have in
the program the following year.”

“Even though a lot of districts say they
use [testa] as only one of the screening
tools,” Ms. Bolig of Delaware added, in
mmyelno."youewldloohtmattb
end of the year, and anywue who fll helow
this point is a candidats for Chapter 1."

Ralying too heavily on such xcores may
haw‘lm-temmequem Ms. Katsof
the zrio Clearinghouse said, because “once
adﬂldhhbthd,ﬂudnmod .
out of that cu

Such labeling,

..

can also result from the “pullout® mode of +

instruction, in which children receive
Chapter 1 services in special classrooms. -
Early-childhood experts in recent years

have increasingly promoted “integrated” .

classroom settings that can accommodate
children of varying ability levels and foster
teamwork,

Because federal rules barring the use of
Chepter 1 funds to supplant existing ser-
vices require that teachers paid with Chap-
ter 1funds work with Chapter 1 students,
however, “it is very difficult in Chapter 1
classes toplacechildrenin heterogeneously
mixed classes,” Ma. Mast of North Carolina
said. “We're making a big stab at establish-
ing that kind of grouping in the state, and it
is definitely creating a barrier.”

“Many Chapter 1 children find them-
selves in homogeneous settings” that donot
givethem access to other role models, noted
George Coleman, bureau chief of curricu-
lum and instruction for the Connecticut De-
partment of Education.

“Youcan't teach little kids enough in con-
centrated doses to make pullout therapy }‘
useful, except in rare cases,” Mg, Bowman
of the Erikson Institute argued.

Mixing and Measuring

Early-childhood experts say the pullout
model is used much less frequently in Chap-
ter lpmdwolmam,whidttendtoop-
erate as regular, integra
pecially when tho wholo school ll
considered Chapter 1-eligible.

“There is much more ﬂexibmty with
ptucbool than with school-age children,”

Mast noted.

While that flexibility offers “a much
more appropriste way of dealing with re-
medistion,” Ml.p:glig nig.‘a there are still

some logistica! problems, because Chapter
lddumu:nihdtowwﬂncwuh(!hlphr
1 children.

And because many are accustomed to
working independently with small groups, a
major shift from pullout to in-class services
“would require a good deal of investment in
staff development for Chapter 1 teachers so
that they'd fee! more comfortable in a c=lle-
gial setting” said Ma. Egertaon of the Ne-
braska Department of Education.

Ms. Egertacn also said Chapter 1 aid is
difficult to integrate with funds for other
preschool programa that allow for a wider
mix of children,

For example, she said, “What we are iry-
ing to do with our state money [for pilot pre-
K programs) is to make it an amoeba that
can flow in and around other funding
sources, 50 we can include children from
families who are more afffuent with low-in-
come famitiea”

Despite calls from national experts and
organitations for more coordination among
early-childhood services, some districts
have run into trouble tapping Chapter 1
funds for “early-childhood units that would
serve kids funded out of a number of differ-
ing finding stn ams,” Ms. Bowman said.

“Because 80 much money is involved in
Chapter 1,” Ms. Meinhardt of Georgia add-
od, states “feel obligated to get Chapter 1

Pat Coutu and har son, Jossph, work on a puxzie in a Chapter 1-funded praschool class at the Danvilie (VL) School. In the
1988-89 achool year, only 1.5 percent of the children receiving Chapisr 1 services were in pre-kindergarten

programs set and then work other state pro-
SR W Y

grams ‘around {2 "W e
Some educators also worry that invest

inadvertently discouraged by a new process
established in 1968 to gauge student pro-
gress and to trigger state intervention if dis-
tricts fall short.

Because the “program improvement”
guidelines measure student gains begin-
ning in the 2nd grade, “you are rewarded
for waiting for the kids to fail first,” said
Robert E. Slavin, a researcher at Johns
Hopkins University and the director of the
elementary-achool program at the Center
for Research on Effective Schooling for Dis-
advantaged Studenta,

“You may totally miss effective elemen.

tary programs by only starting to look" be-
yondﬁwluludoadded colleague, Ms.

Beaun the test acores of students who
'have been in the same grade fix two years
are averaged in with the rest of the class—
and because they are likely to do better the
second time—Mr. Slavin and Ms, Karweit
have also argued that the accountability
system may unwittingly reward retention.

Shift in Thinking

Ms. LeTendre is quick to point out that
Chapter 1 programs include many “excit-
ing” approaches to early-childhood educa-
tion; she recounts obeerving a wide array of
activities to nurture children’s language,
social, intellectusl, and physical develop-
ment using creative a'::ld‘y' ltu-yullln; act

Concerns that Chaptcr 1 mishtconﬂlct
with early-education reforms, she said, re-
flect a shift in thinking “in the way educa-
tors an a whole have looked at teaching dis-
advantaged kids.”

“We can be just as concerned about [an
overemphasis on] drill and practiov of iso-
lated skills in other grades,” Ms. LeTendre

While pullouts still make up “the vast

majority” of Chapter 1 programs, she said,

tnoving awiy-from

proaches,
“ways to get around the pullout issue”™ by
offering Chapter 1 instrucuon via ex-
tended-day ptoplm, tutoring, or
take-home compu
Ml.la'lhndnndduheh'dlnmyod by
concerns that the use of tests to gauge pro-
gram improvement discourages strong ear-
bmmwmmum

The department is also planning to pre-
* pare a position paper on school-readiness is-
sues, she said, adding that it will discuss
appropriate approaches to assessment and
curriculum and highlight ways of "looking
at the whole child comprehensively” by
linking services and agencies.

The agency is also forming an advisory
panel to study the use of standardived tests

. ‘Limited by History’
Other early-childhood educators and
1 coordinators support the view
that the program is flexible enough to foster
a wide range of practices, and should not
limit effective early-childhood programs.
What discourages nonstandard ap-
proaches is not so much Chapter 1

tion, but a *repertoire limited by history,”

17

“we certainly see a trend and an interest in
Lhat NPEING SR

programes.
Ms. of the Yale Bush Center said.
#* “We have nit'bain inventive or cours-

geous enough to make changes,” she said,
adding that the first step is to ferret out
“what is required and what is tacitly im-
plied” or “some sort of mythical legacy
that's heen paseed on.”

o ¢nud|tobemredencomge-
ment ty the US, Edueation Department
and by state departments of education,” she
added, to promote innovative early-child-
hood uirts, nongraded approaches, and “in-
ventive ways to use staff.”

California, for example, launched a ma-
Jor effort several years ago to revamp early

schooling. Since then, early-childhood per-

with Chapter 1

staff members to ensure that all programa

“are integrated and consistent with devel-

opmentally appropriate instructional prac-

tice,” said Robert A. Cervantes, aseistant

superintendent for child development for
the state education department.

That kind of communication can help
eoducators to seek alternativea to current
practice within the framework of current
regulation, rather than to “immediately try
to change the law,” Mr. Cervantes asserted.

“What should drive all of this is meeting
the needs of the child” he said. "If we are
child-centered, rather than program-cen-
taud. then our ohjectives will be better met."

to raise awareness among
t.hon responsible for early-childhood and
primary instruction in Connecticut has also
helped steer districta there toward more ap-
propriate early-childhood practices and
testing approaches, Mr. Coleman of the
state education department said.

As part of an early-childhood policy that
encompasses Chapter 1, he added, the state
hu&mvided guidance to districts that has

to our satisfaction the downside of
testing young children.”

Jim M. M chief of the federal-pro-
grams division in the Pe~nsylvania Depart-
ment of Education, said a task force of early-
childhood experts involved with federal,

stats, and community programs has helped
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guide the stats in developing alternative
indicators for preschool, kindergarten, and

lat-grade R
“The faderal tions appear to me to
be or liberal enough regarding pres-

K, 1,and 2 programa tosuppost aiter- .

native forms of assessment,” said Douglas
E. Kammerer, director of compensatory-ed-
ucation programas for the Marion, Ohio, city
B s satie spprosche
(]
a1 the “Reading Recovery” program adopt-
ol by the district, which “would not have
been as widespread in Ohic® without Chap-

ter 1,

Merwin L. Smith, Chapter 1 administra-
tor for the Nebrasks Department of Educa-
tion, said that since the law was resuthor-
ised in 19:8. the U.8. Education

as

tion and encoursged alternative forms of
assesament for selecting and evaluating
children below grade 2.

Robert M. McNamars, chiefof compensa-
tory education and of curriculum and in-
struction fr the Vermont Department of
Education, added that even beyond that
level, the norm-referenced-test require-
ment nead not drive the curriculum.

approaches
are encoursged and the tusta are played
down, hesaid, “Youcanstill have adevelop-
mental philoscphy and do this.”

Mr. McNamars also cited examples of
districts seeking alternatives to pullout
programs by offering extended-day pro-
grams for Chapter 1 children or, in small
schools, funding one teacher certified to
teach Chapter 1, special education, and reg-
ular education.

“It'you tuke & very narrow view of Chap-
tor 1,” he conoeded, “you wouldn't be able to
get the benefita of mixed grouping.”

Interim Stepa Urged =

Where developmentally inappropriate
practices exist; Mr; MtNamara and others
argue, it is often & Amction of misin
tation or longstanding practice for
in the older grades.

“In most cases,” he said, “it tends to be a
misinterpretation of what the law says,
rather than the law getting in the way.”

*I don't think there’s anythingin our law
or regulation which not having

practices,” Ms. LeTendre said. “It may
foroe of habit and the way things have
been done for years.”

But educators on all sides of the debate
acknuwledge a need to offer districts clear
guidance on alternative approaches.

“Somewhere slong the way people are
not getting the mesaage, or they're not
hearingit,”* Ms. Meinhardt of Georgia said.

Ms. Egertaon of Nebruska pointed out
that the reauthorization of Chapter 1 in
1993 “holds a 1ot of promise” for addressing
early-childhood educators’ concerns,

“But in the meantime,” she said, “the lo-
cal school districts really need some assis-
tance to bridge this.”

Cynthia G. Brown, director of the re-
source center on educational equity for the
Council of Chief State School Officers, said
the c.css.0. has formed a commission to
study Chapter 1, including the issues of as-
seasment and pullouts.

She said she is optimistic that the federal
government can play a key rolein reforms.

“As we try to move to more developmental-
ly appropriate programs and really serfously
question the role of standardized tests with
young children,” she said, *T would hope the
department would take sume leadership.”

Ms. Brown wamed, however, that policy-
makers must act swiftly tocapitalize on the
prominence of sarly-childhood issues and
on Chapter 1's potential to serve asa “vehi-
cle for driving higher-quality education.”

“We can't spend the next five years rede-
Q@ Ingthe system,” she said. “We have to

mc‘aupwuhm interim measures.” B

IToxt Provided by ERI

R greater coordina-
tion between Chapter 1 and regular educa.
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| Feltoh Continués Td 'Pose Logistical Challenges;

Opponents of Services Wage New Legal Battles

New York City Board of Educs-

tion pulls up to the curb at Holy

Spirit School in the Bronx.’

At some point throughout the day

150 studants out of the Roman Catholic sle-

mentary school’s total enrollment of 283

troop into the van for their daily remedial

instruction in mathsmatics, reading, ¢*
English as a second language.

The van costs the city achool system ap-

proximately $106,000 & year to lease, On |

 bocause it ia too dangerous for the studentato
get to the mobile instructional units, or
M.LU.'s, 83 the bureaucrats call them.

“That's an added headache,” said Peter
Shyshka, the longtime principal of Holy
Spirit Schoal. “On some days, Chapter 1
services have to be canceled. That ia a real
loas of services that tha children need and
should have been receiving.”

The logistical problem is prompted by
the fact that the remvdial instruction can-
not take place inside the re*‘gious school
because, under a landmark .985 Supreme
Court rulingpsuch a close entanglement
between the government and the church
was found to be in violation of the Consti-
tution's ban aguinst government estab-
lishment of religion.

The mobile vans are only one of several
maethods developed by the New York City
publicachools to a1l a mandats of the fed-
eral Chapter 1 program that local districts
provide remedial services to private-achool
students, even those in schools, on
an equitable basis with students in the pub-
lic achools.

rooms, transporting pri

to public schools or neutral sites, and provid-

ing comptiters to meet the requirement.
The mandate has been a part of the Chap-

ter 1 law since its adoption more than 25

years ago.

But simmering church-state tensions in
the years that followed came to a boil in
1985 in Aguilar v. Felton, & First Amend-
ment case in which the Supreme Court
ruled that public-achool districts could not
send their teachers into religiously affili-
ated schools to provide Chapter 1 services.

In handing down ita 5-to-4 ruling, which
grew out of a challenge to New York City's
program, the Court threw the delivery of
Chapter 1 services for most private-achool
children into disarray.

Now, nearly six years after that decision,
public- and private-school educators contin.
ue to grapple with the logistical challenge
of providing remedial services to students
in religious schools.

Participation Is Down

Significantly fewer private-achoo! children
are currently Chapter 1 services
nationwide than during the 1964-85 school
year. That year, 185,000 pupils in private
schools in Chapter 1. In the year
after the Felion decislon, participation plum-
meted to 123,000, according to a 1988 report
by the General Accounting Office.

In some districts, however, there has
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been a significant recovery; in others, pre-
Felton levels have even been surpased. By
the 1888-89 achool year, according to the
most recent figures available, participation
had recovered to an estimated 151,000 stu-
dents nationwide, according to the a.a.0.

“Cloarly, thousands of students are not
being served yet,” said Mary Jean Le-
Tendre, director of compensatory-education
programs for the U.8. Education Depart-
ment. “But I'm not sure if we will ever see
the numbers get back to where they were
[before Felton].”

But no one appears to be completely sat-
isfied with the alternatives.

“The Felton decision put both sides in a
very untenable position,” said Michael Cas-
serly, legislative director of the Council of
the Great City Schools, an association of
some of the nation’s largest urban school
districts. *T don't think anyoue is satisfied
with it. People have just created different
ways of living with it.”

In the meantime, however, thorny legal
battles have erupted across the country in
recent years as advocates of strict separa-
tion of church and state have challenged
many post-Felton methoda of providing
services.

Alsoat issue isakey policy by the Educa-
tion t stating that certain cap-
ita] expenses involved in the delivery of ser-
vices to private-achool children must come
out of a atate or district’s total Chapter 1
program budget, rather than just out of the
portion for private-school students.

*] think there is no question that the issues
we are currently addressing will wind up
back in the Supreme Court,” said Lee
Boothby, general counsel for Americans
United for Separation of Church and State,a
Maryland-based advocacy group that has
challonged Chapter 1 services to religious
schools in several onguing lawsuits.

Source of Friction

The question of government aid that di-
rectly or indirectly benefits private reli-
gious achools has been a traditional source
«f church-state friction in American soci-
ety. Concerns about aid to sectarian schools

were a major sticking point throughout at-

tempts to pasthe first major federal school-
aid bills during President John F. Kenne-
dy’s Administration.

President Lyndon B. Johnson successful-
ly got around the (ssue of aid to private
schools by focusing his programs on remedi-
al education for disadvantaged students, re-
gardless of whether they were in public or
private achools,

The 1965 il containing Title I, which in
1981 was renamed Chapter 1, prompted
many questions from religious denomina-
tions, public-education associations, and
such advocacy groups as the American Civ-
{l Liberties Union that worried that the pro-
posed indirect aid to private religious
schools would undermine the nation's long
history of church-state separation,

In the end, though, despite prolonged do-
bate in the Congress over the church-state
issues, the measure containing Title 1, in-
;l‘.d.udln' eligibility for private-achool pupils,

In the Wake of Felton

By 1985, the Chapter 1 program was
serving more than 185,000 nonpublic-
school students, with public-achool employ-
oea delivering an estimatod 85 percent of
the services at private-achool sites.

But that year, in & case originally
brought against the New York City Board
of Education by the Committee for Public
Education and Religious Liberty, or prARL,
the Supreme Court ruled that the board's
Chapter 1 program in private schools un-
constitutionally required “a permanent
and pervasive state presence in the sectar-
ian schools receiving aid.”

The Felton ruling, which came during the
summer of that year, le% achool officials
scrambling to figure out how to implement
their Chapter 1 programs for the approach-
ing school year, (New York City sought, and
received, a one-year postponement of the
implementation of the decision.)

Then-Secretary of Education William J.
Bennett was highly critical of the High
Court's decision, saying it was “terrible”
and “clearly reflected a hostility toward re-
Mgion.” But he ordered achool districts to

Continued on Page 18
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abidebyit, and, in August 1883, the Educa-
tion Department issuad a set of questions
and answers that sought to provide some
guidance to schoo] administrators on what
was permissible.

One key docision made by the depart-
mentat that time concerned funding foral-
ternative mathods of providing servioss to
private-school children. The department
sald the coats of such alternatives would be
deducted “off the top” of & disrict’s entire
Chapter 1 sllocation so that services could
be provided “on an equitable basis” to chil-
dren in public and private schools.

That guidance, later codified in Chapter
1 regulations, has been challenged in at
least four post-Felton lawsuits. The regula-
tion has radically altered the funding bal-
ance for the Chapter 1 program, many pub-
lic educators say, resulting in private-
school students in some areas receiving as
much as seven times more funding per pu-
pil than public-achool students.

Critics of Mr. Bennett also have charged
that the finding rule was designed primar-
ily to “circumvent” the Supreme Court’s
mﬂ in the Felton case.

eral judges in two separate districts
have overturned the department's “off the
top” regulation within the past 16 months,
saying it was a form of “direct aid” to pri-
vate religious schools,

“The off-the-top method directly benefits
private-school students at the expense of
public-achool students,” U.8. District Judge
Charles M. Allen of Kentucky tuled in Feb-
ruary 1990 in Barnes v. Cavasos. U.S. Dis-
trict Judge Joseph E. StevensJr. of Missou-
ri made a similar ruling in late 1988 in
Pulido v. Cavazos.

The federal government has”appealed
both cases to their respective U.S. Courtaof
Appeals, which heard arguments last fall.

However, in a ruling last month, yet an-
other U.S. Distriet Court asked to consider
the legality of the off-the-top funding rule
upheld it as constitutional.

U 8. Diatrict Judge William H. Orrick of
San Francisco said the taxpayers who filed
the lawsuit “erronecusly” focused on the
cost of vans purchased to serve private-
school children, while loaing sight of the
“true benefit, which is remedial-education
services being provided to poor children
who are in desperate need.” (See Education
Weeh, April 10, 1991)

A Problem of Definition

The fundamental disagreement on the
off-the-top issue is how to define “equitable
services” when, as a result of the Supreme
Court mandate, it is more costly to provide
the same leve! of Chapter 1 services to stu-
dents in private religious achools than it is
to public-echool students.

“If Felton costs were paid only from the
Chapter 1 funds which would otherwise be
used to provide educational services to pri-
vate-achool children,” the Justice Depart-
ment argues in its brief the Mis-
souri ruling in the Pulido case, “there
would be insufficient funds remaining to
provide equitable instructional services to
those children.”

A coalition of education groups has filed a
friend-of-the-court brief in the appeal of the
Pulido ruling, supporting the decision
sguinst the off-the-top funding rule. Those
groups are the Council of the Great City
Schools, the National rra, the American
Foderation of Teachers, and the National
Association of Secondary School Principals.

“The Education Department ruling was
not based on any court case that the pri-
vate-achoo! chiidren be finded ‘off the top,’
or out of the public-school share,” said Mr.
Ca.-erhl.y of the Council of the Great City

*to priva

robs public-echoo! students of “their share”
of Chapter 1 funding.

“The whole issue isthe intent of Congrees
that eligible children are served no matter
where they go to school,” said Sister
Lourdes Shechan, secretary for education
of the United States Catholic Conference.
*Th assume that the money is automatical-
ly the public schools’ money is wrong. It's
not our share or their share. It's the chil-
dren's share.”

Money for Capitel Expenses

At the heart of the battle over funding is
the expense of some of the alternatives for
private schools, such as leasing neutral
sites or mobile classrooma to provide Chap-
tar 1 services to nonpublic-school pupils.

According to the 6.a.0, report, 46 states
that responded were expecting to spend a
total of at least $105 million in 1989-80 on
capital expenditures for Chapter 1 services

teachoo! students. The results

not include California and several other
states whose private-achool-student par-
gcll‘padonnmnhdtolspemtofm»-

To help offset some of these costa, the
Congress passed a law in 1988 authorizing
funds for six years to pay school districta for
certain capital expenditures incurred to de-
liver Chapter 1 services to students in pri-
vate religious schools.

This past fall, the appropriation got a big

1990 to more than $36 million in 1991. The

yeoar,
“Certainly,” Sister Lourdes of the u.s.c.c.

said, “the infusion of capital-expense money
has helped.*

Meeting the Mandate

But, educators say, the capital-expendi-
ture question draws attention to a more
fundamental debate about what are the
best pedagogical, practical, and legal
means of providing 1 services to
students in private religious achools.

In the wake of the Felton decision, school

mobile vans to private-school sites, install-
ing portable classrooms at or nesr the pri-
vate achools, and providing computers in
private achools that do not require the pree-
ence of public-achool Chapter 1 teachers.
An even newer variation on the latter
method is a home computer that students
can use to tap into a mainframe computer
via telephone.

In the initial years after the Felion deci-
many public-school officials sttempted
develop plans to bus private-school stu-
dents to public schools or to neutral sites for
Chapter 1 instruction. But they were met
th deep resistance from private-school edu-
cators, which led to the development of plans

4
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and Karios Freeman; and Richard Heffner, bottom right,
- Moblle classrooms are only one of savers! methods
used by public schools 10 fuifil a mandate that local

provide remadisl services 0 private-school
boost, from about $25 million in fiscal year m.mmhm.ehoo:c,onmmm

for mobile vans, portable clamrooms, and
computer-aided instruction.

Some districts saw private-achool pupils’
participstion in Chapter 1 recover signifi-
cantly after the Education Department
ruled inJune 1986 that portable classrooms
could be placed on property leased from pri-
vate schools. InLos Angeles, achool officials
leaved 61 private-achool sites and saw its
private pupils’ participation recover from a
drop of 96 percent in the year after the Fel.
¢ton decision to only 21 percent below pre-
Felton levels by 1889.

i many Lorg s epetems cnploy o
many systems employ all
the methods to some degree.

In most private schools with Chapter 1
studeats in Chicago, students go to rooms
where a private contractor has installed
computers that deliver the math and read-
ing drills, Mr. Perry said.

Mobile classrooms have been installed at
31 privateschools, a fewsend their students
to three neutrsal sites, and some are pro-

-vided with take-home

computers,
Although the district is suing the Educa-
tion Department over the off-the-top fund-
ing mechanism, it has maintainad an excel-
lent working relationship with private-
school educators, both sides agres.

The computer-aided instruction is work-
ing well, said Joanne Planek, coordinator of
federal programs for the Roman Catholic
Archdiocese of X

“The children are 20 enthusiastic about
it,” she said, “they just sit down and start
leaming.”

Americans United’s Fight

Computer-aided instruction is one of the
few aspects of the delivery of Chapter 1 ser-
vices to students in religious private schools
that have not been challenged in court.

Americans United has undertaken the
brondest Jegal attack on what it views as un-
conatitutions] methods of providing Chapter
1 services in or near religious achools.

The advocacy group has backed taxpay-
ers who are the plaintiffs in four lawsuits
around the country. In the Miseouri, Ken-
tucky, and California cases, in addition to
their challange of the ofi-the-top funding
mechanism, the lawsuits also questioned
the legality of parking mobile vans on or
noar the property of religious schools to pro-
wide Chapter 1 instruction.

A case in New Orleans challenging state
aid to sectarian schools, also backed by
Americans United, questions the constitu-
tionality of the special federal capital-ex-
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pense appropriation for Chapter 1.

According to Mr. Boothby, the general
counsel for Americans United, the advoca-

cy group has preeved these cases over the
past five years because it perceived “that
there was anattempt by the Department of
Education topunishpublic schools and pub-
lic-achool students for the results of the
Aguilar [v. Felton] decision.”

Mr. Boothby also charged that, in the
aftermath of the decision, there was coordi-
nated pressure from Roman Catholicdioce-
san officials around the country and from
the U.S. Catholic Conference to make sure
thatpublic-school districtacontinued Chap-
ter 1 services at or near Catholic-school
sites, such as in mobile vans and portable
classrooms, instead of transporting stu-
dents to public schools or neutral sites.

“What resuited was that they created a
more expensive program, and they were
still providing it exclusivoly to parochial-
school children,” Mr. Boothby said.

Catholic schools are by no means the only
sotirce of private-school children who par-
ticipate in Chapter 1. Many disadvantaged
students in Lutheran schools, other Chris-
tian achools, and Jewish day schools also
qualify, and their officials actively seek to
===r3= *Yielr participation.

EKC
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By contrast, some private religious
schools shun participation, generally out of
adesire to avoid entanglement with public-
school authorities.

But Catholic-school officials are clearly
the most visible in their lobbying for full
participation in Chapter 1 for their eligible
studenta. And Catholic educational leaders
strongly disagree with the advocates of
strict church-state separation about the le-
gality of the Chapter 1 programs.

“] think Americans United is fighting
phantoms on this issue,” said Mark
Chopko, general counsel of the U.8. Catho-
lic Conference. “The Felton case destroyed
rightful equity in the [Chapter 1] program.
These alternative delivery systems are not
equitable. These children are worse off with
the disruption in their classrooma.”

‘Experiencing Success’

Meanwhile, in New York City, where the
Felton caso originated, the public-achool
system is facing a new challenge from
PEARL over its alternative methods of pro-
viding Chapter 1 services.

The New York City achool syatem pri-
marily relies on computer-aided instaue-
tion and mobile vans to serve the roughly
20,000 nonpublic-school participants in

/

Chapter 1, who come from a mixture of reli.
gious schools ag diverse ua the city iteelf.

Stanley Geller, & New York lawyer who
argued the Felton case befbre the Supreme
Court, said the alternatives “are no good.”

“They all continue to very closely resem-
ble what was struck down in Felton,” he
said. “A mobile unit that drives up to the
front door is nothing but an outside class-
room, an annex of the parochial school. It's
a flimsy evasion of Felton.”

But pEARL’s lawsuit has been bogged
down in U.S. District Court in
lnddtelclwolsyswnhuﬁledamoﬁon
claiming the issues will more likely be de-
cided elsewhere first, Mr. Geller said.

PeArL recently released a report assert-
ing that the board of education is spending
$15 million to $20 million annually to “sc-
commodate religious-achool interests” by
providing most Chapter 1 services to such
schools with mobile units or computer-aid-
ed instruction.

Prant, said its research indicates that 82
percent of religious schools in New York
City are within three to six blocks of a pub-
lic achool where Chapter $ services can be
obtained.

Mr. Boothby of Americans United said he
believes the Education Department would

20

like to see one or more of the current law-
suits reach the Supreme Court in the belief
that the Justices, with a more conservative
makeup, might rule differently than the
alim majority in Felton.

But Mr. Boothby said he believes that the
court would refuse to allow public-school
teachers back into the classrooms of private
religious schools.

“With the factual record we have in these
cases,” he said, “we have an even more com-
pelling case for the Court to find as it did in

- Felton.”

Often lost amid all the logistical chal-
lenges and court battles over the program,
say private school educators, is the success
of, and the continuing need for, the remedi-
4l help for thousands of pupils in nonpublic
schools.

“1 keep track of students who have been in
the program for a period of thres years,” said
Mr. Shyshka, the principal of Holy Spirit
School in the Bronx. “Over three years, the
kids improve more than four years on aver-
age in their reading and math scores.”

“This is a supplement to regular class-
room instruction where students are nble to
experience success at their own pace,” he
added. ‘Ifthnydldn'tnndit.tboywouldn‘
be in there.”
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CHAPTER 1:

By Debra Viadero

hen the Chapter 1 handi-
capped-education program
was created 25 years ago, it
broke new ground by provid-
ing funds for states to use to
educate children with disabilities.

But today, some federal officials contend,
the program may be beside the point.
Sentiment is growing among a number of
lawmakers and federal officials to either
overhaul the little-known program, phase
itoutdm.ormmitwiu:ﬂwmudx
larger special-education program
created under the Education of the Handi-
capped Act, now known as the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act.

The program's fate was nearly decided
last ysar when the House Appropriations
Committee, in a move that surprised some
special-education advocates, proposed con-
solidating the two special-education pro-
grams, as had been suggested by the Bush
Administration.

The recommendation caused an uproar
among special educators and advocates
for the handicapped nationwide. And the
program was restored in conference meet-
ings with Senate leaders, who argued that
the matter required more careful delib-
eration.

This year, however, the Chapter 1 handi-
capped p! is under siege again. The
Education nt, in its latest budget
proposals to the Congress, has recom:
mended that funding for the program,
which currently receives nearly $150 mil-
lion, be reduced by $23.2 million and that it
be phased out altogether by 1996,

“This has been a contentious issue,” said
Robert Silverstein, director of the Senate
Subcommittee on Disability Policy. “It will
definitely be on our plate for discussion pux-
poses this year.”

Becoming Overshadowed

Federal officials have been questioning
. the need for the separate Chapter 1 handi-
capped program since the passage of the
E.1.A, in 1975, The landmark special-edu-
cation program created under that law
quickly dwarfed the Chapter 1 program in
terms of both breadth and Amding level.
While the Chapter 1 program gives
states the option of participating, the 1876
law requires schools to serve disabled stu-
denta and provides massive sums of money
to help do the job.
The has never footed 40 percent
of the bill, as promised, but the program, now
known as eA, is the nmnd-hmdwﬁdwnl

precollegiate-education program,

only by the main Chapter 1 program serving

non-handicapped dissdvantaged children.
Ipka is currently funded at nearly $2 bil-

lion, compared with $148.9 million for the

C 1 handi
hapter capped program.

programs provide
& wide range of children with disabilities.
The federa] watchdog agency noted in its
study, however, that services to the Chap-
ter 1 handicapped children “tend to be more
t or more intensive.”
As early as 1877, the a.a.0. proposed
the administrative functionsof the
two programa. ts most recent study on the
subject, released 11 years later, continued
to expand on that reconinendation.
The move “frequent and intense” nature
Q e kinds of services Chapter 1 students

L
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receive is a reflection of tha population it is
intended to serve: students with severe dis-
abilities.

The original purpose of the law was to

prod states to devslop educational pro- .
grams for children confined to state-operat-

ed or state-supported institutions where

most severely handicapped children are..
“tranafer”

served. A provision later added

tothel.mwnci«!:uodmoncomuum«_.'él
to move many of those children into loeal

school districts by allowing the fands to, fn’
effoct, “follow” the students. ’

The law never however, that the
money was to be used exclusively for children
with severe disabilities. Consequently, the
funds buy services for a wide range of dis-
shled children from birth to age 21.

Children Most in Need

Most of those services are supplemental
in nature, the G.A.0. says. They range from

occupational and phyzical therapy to coath-

seling and music . }

gl e provil e, oot e
a

tion but may make a qualitative difference in

the lives of children,” ssid Linda Lewis, who, *

a3 amociate director of the National Assoct- -

stion of State Directors of Special Education, -l

1ast year lobbled to retain the program.
For the most part, those services still goto
seriously disabled children. ) ’
In recent years, however, the a.a.0. cone
tends, states have increasingly used the

money for mildly or moderately handi-
“ students aa whil. g .

Part of the reason for the new infiux of *
less severely handicapped students has
been a growing tendency in some states to
use Chapter 1 funds for infants, toddiers,
and preschoolers with disabilities.

Up until 1988, when the Congress
amended A to provide strong incentives
for states to serve their youngest handi-
capped citizens, no funds were available un-
der that special-education program for chil-
dren younger than school age. Even some of
the new infani-and-toddler programs pro-
vide only “glue money” intended to help
states plan a system for serving that popu-
Iation but not to fund those services.

According to the Education Department,
services for 37,000 children age 2 and under
were funded through the Chapter 1 handi-
capped program last year.

According to the 0.A.0., more than halfof
children age 5 and under who are being
served the program have mild or
moderate disabilities—and not the serious
handicaps envisioned by the framers of the
program.

‘Bizarre’ Funding Formula

Faderal officials also complain that funds
for the Chapter 1 program are distributed
unevenly among the states.

Because of a inding formula described by

one aide sa “bisarre,” some
states receive o8 little s $120,000 through
the while others collect more than
$28 million. Four states that count moderate-
ly handicapped children in thw program re-
ceive nearly half of all program funda distrib-
uted nationally, to the a.A.0.
For states that have chosen to maximise
use of the program, one attraction may
have been that they receive more money for
every handicpped pupil served through
Chapter 1 than they do under roeaA.

While the amount varies widely across
states and school districts, states received an
average of $580 for every student in the
Chapter 1 handicapped program during the
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* handicapped students at

1868-80 achool year. The aversge per-pupil
sllocation f programs finded under e, in
was $391 that yesr.
funding for the Chapter 1

s of-
fice of special-education programs, said,
“The noed for differential fanding was im-

up

“It is our opinion that the original intent
of the Chapter 1 handicapped program has
been met,” she added. “That is, children
across the country have been deinstitution-
alizad and become part of ongoing special-
sducation programs.”

A Close Call

Despite longstanding skepticiam about the
value of the program, the House Appropri-
stions Committes's action Last year was, in the
wrds of ane advocats, “the closest it ever came
to dissppearing off tha face of the earth.”

Ones Congressional staff member said the
pane] chose last year to proposs merging
the. two programs because the committee
was also recommending a major funding in-
crease in general special-education aid to
states that would have more than offset any
loss of funds for the Chapter 1 program.

*It was an unusual opportunity,” he added.

The committes had proposed increasing
special-education grants to states by $857
million. The amount eventually approved
by the Congress was closer to $700 million,
l:!tord rogra for mhddh:

infants
with disabiiitios

‘Thecloss call advocatesto form
an informal national group to revisw the
Chapter 1 program. The group, which in-
cludes representatives from Naspex, the
Council for Exceptional Children, some
state schools for the deaf and blind, and

state Chapter 1 coordinaters, has met twice
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Need for Separate Handicapped ProgramAgamUp for Discussion

Batbara Flzer, 8 teacher's aide whose salary s paid for with funds from the
Blemenialy

. A fs
s

oo ®

ROl .
since November.

“We haven't made any recommendations
yet, but what we found was a consensus
that there is still a need for the program,”
Ms. Lewis of Naspse said. “t really, in the
best sense of federal support, helps to sus-
tain services to children who might not al-
ways be covered under other statutes.”

Both special-education advocates and
Congressional sources said they are uncer-
tain what will happen to the program in
budget negotistions this year.

The Education Department's latest bud-
getproposal, like many that have
s:ebeﬁmit.;omd grldulll{mou}

program with no significan on 0!
federal money in other special-education
programs. The change, Education Depart.
ment officials calculate, would mean a net
loss in spocisl-education funds next ysar for
four or five states.

But, as one Democratic appropristions
aidesaid, any action on that proposal would
depend on how much money would be made
available to offast any losses.

“The eane with which the program could
{make thel transition is influenced by the
amount of money you have in the program
over all,” he notad.

Atleast one subcommittee staff member,
however, disagrees. Mark Weston, a Re-
publican aide on the appropriations panel,
said the special-education advocates may
have passed up “the chance of a lifetime™ by
not accepting the consolidation when it was
socompanied by a major fanding incresse.

“Now, they'll ultimately end up having to
accept s merger but not having the money.”
he said.

“If this ever came to a vote on the House
floor,” he said, “you'd have members from
bur:t five states pitted sgainst everyone

Ha added, “Who do you think is going to
win? ™
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